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Preface

This microfiche supplement to Foreign Relations of the United
States, 1955-1957, Volume III, China, presents documents concerning
the ambassadorial talks between representatives of the United States
and the People’s Republic of China held in Geneva from August 1955
through December 1957. It includes all the reports and comments on the
meetings from Ambassador U. Alexis Johnson, the U.S. representative
at the talks, instructions sent to him by the Department, related mes-
sages exchanged between Geneva and the Department, and a series of
official-informal letters between Johnson and the Director of the Office
of Chinese Affairs. The documents are arranged in chronological order.

Most of the documents are in the Department of State central
files, chiefly the 611.93 file, which includes almost all the documenta-
tion directly related to the talks. The official-informal letters are in the
Geneva Talks Files, Lot 72D415, which consists of files relating to the
ambassadorial talks at Geneva and Warsaw for the years 1955-1968.
These files were maintained by the Office of Chinese Affairs, which
had responsibility for drafting and coordinating the clearance of the
Department’s instructions to Ambassador Johnson.

A small proportion of the documents presented in this supplement
and additional documents relating to the ambassadorial talks, includ-
ing some from the Dwight D. Eisenhower Library, are printed in For-
eign Relations, 1955-1957, Volumes II and III. The diplomatic exchanges
which led to the initiation of the talks are documented in Volume II
Conversations with leaders or diplomatic representatives of other
governments concerning the talks are documented in Volume III. The
documents included both in Volume III and in the supplement con-
sist primarily of the brief, summary reports that Johnson sent to the
Department immediately after each meeting in advance of his detailed
reports, which are presented in the supplement.

The documents in the supplement were declassified by the Depart-
ment of State’s Classification/Declassification Center, which reviewed
them according to the guidelines and procedures by which it customarily
reviews documents selected for publication in the printed volumes of the
Foreign Relations series. The Center reviews the documents, makes declas-
sification decisions, and obtains the clearance of geographic and func-
tional bureaus of the Department of State and other appropriate agencies
of the government. In coordination with the geographic bureaus of the
Department of State, the Center also conducts communications with
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IV Preface

foreign governments regarding documents or information of those gov-
ernments proposed for publication in the series. Documents which were
declassified with excisions appear in the supplement with the excised
portions indicated by ellipses.

The supplement was prepared in the Office of the Historian
under the supervision of General Editor John P. Glennon and David
W. Mabon. Harriet D. Schwar selected the documents and prepared
the introduction. Rosa D. Pace prepared the list of documents and the
list of persons.

William Z. Slany
The Historian
Bureau of Public Affairs
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Introduction

Ambassadorial talks between representatives of the United States
and the People’s Republic of China were held in Geneva from August
1955 through December 1957 and in Warsaw from September 1958
through February 1970. The 73 meetings in Geneva constituted more
than half the entire series of 136 meetings, which provided a direct
channel of communication between the two countries at a time when
they did not have diplomatic relations. The participants in the Geneva
discussions were U. Alexis Johnson, United States Ambassador to
Czechoslovakia, and Wang Bingnan (Wang Ping-nan), Chinese Ambas-
sador to Poland.

Background of the Ambassadorial Talks

Ambassadors Johnson and Wang represented their respective gov-
ernments in direct talks held during the Geneva Conference of 1954
concerning U.S. nationals imprisoned in China and U.S. restrictions
on certain Chinese nationals in the United States. The 1954 discussions
were precursors of the later ambassadorial talks, although they were
more limited in scope. These conversations, as well as subsequent
meetings on the same subjects between U.S. and Chinese consular rep-
resentatives at Geneva, are documented in Foreign Relations, 1952-1954,
Volume XIV, and 1955-1957, Volume II.

U.S. concern with the problem of Americans imprisoned in China
increased in November 1954, when a Chinese military tribunal sen-
tenced 13 Americans to prison on charges of espionage. They included
11 Air Force personnel shot down in 1952 while flying a mission for
the United Nations Command over North Korea. At the request of
the United Nations General Assembly, Secretary-General Dag Ham-
marskjold visited Beijing in January 1955 in a vain effort to obtain the
release of the 11 airmen. They were freed on July 31, 1955, on the eve of
the opening of the ambassadorial talks.

The Taiwan Strait crisis, which had been simmering since Septem-
ber 1954, intensified in early 1955 when Beijing increased pressure on
the Nationalist-held offshore islands. On January 29, 1955, Congress
passed a Joint Resolution (the “Formosa Resolution”) authorizing the
President to use U.S. forces to protect Taiwan, the Pescadores, and
related positions against armed attack. In February, the Nationalists
evacuated the northernmost of the disputed offshore islands with U.S.
assistance. Nevertheless, tension remained high.

The continuing crisis led to diplomatic efforts to open a channel
of communication between Washington and Beijing. Chinese Premier
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VIII Introduction

Zhou Enlai (Chou En-lai) stated at Bandung on April 23, 1955, that the
Chinese Government was willing to “enter into negotiations with the
United States Government to discuss the question of relaxing tension in
the Far East and especially in the Taiwan area.” On July 11, the United
States sent a message to Premier Zhou through the British Chargé in
Beijing proposing that the consular-level talks in Geneva be raised to
the ambassadorial level and enlarged in scope. After further exchanges,
the following announcement was released on July 25 in Washington
and Beijing:

“As a result of communication between the United States and the
People’s Republic of China through the diplomatic channels of
the United Kingdom, it has been agreed that the talks held in the
last year between consular representatives of both sides at Geneva
should be conducted on ambassadorial level in order to aid in set-
tling the matter of repatriation of civilians who desire to return to
their respective countries and to facilitate further discussions and
settlement of certain other practical matters now at issue between
both sides. The first meeting of ambassadorial representatives of
both sides will take place on August 1, 1955, at Geneva.”

The Geneva Talks

Secretary of State John Foster Dulles set forth his general instruc-
tions for the ambassadorial talks in a letter of July 29, 1955, to Ambas-
sador Johnson. President Dwight D. Eisenhower approved the draft
instructions at a meeting with the Ambassador and the Secretary that
day. Ambassador Johnson described his recollections of the meeting
with the President and of a meeting between himself and Secretary
Dulles at which they discussed his instructions in The Right Hand of
Power (Englewood Cliffs, N. J.: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1984, pp. 238-240).
According to Johnson, the Secretary indicated that he should try to
keep the talks going as long as possible. Although this instruction is not
in the letter, other documents in the supplement refer to it.

Between August 1955 and December 1957, Johnson and Wang
held 73 formal meetings. They also met twice on an informal, private
basis over dinner in August 1955. The supplement includes Johnson’s
reports of these meetings. Because Secretary Dulles took a great inter-
est in the talks, especially in the early stages, and requested detailed
reports, Johnson sent a brief summary telegram followed by a long,
detailed report after each meeting. As the documents in the supplement
show, many of the instructions sent to Johnson bear Dulles’ signature or
initials, indicating that he had drafted or approved them.

In the initial stage of the talks, Johnson and Wang negotiated an
agreed announcement on the repatriation of civilians which was issued
on September 10, 1955. During the next few months, they held extensive
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discussions of a possible mutual renunciation of force but did not reach
agreement. In mid-1956, the two Ambassadors turned to other topics,
including the possible relaxation of trade restrictions, exchange of jour-
nalists, or other bilateral contacts, again without reaching agreement.
Meanwhile, they continued to discuss the problem of implementation
of the agreed announcement.

By 1957, the discussions had become repetitive and unproductive.
The frequency of the meetings, initially held two or three times a week
but soon cut back to a weekly schedule, was reduced to once a month.
In late 1957, the Department decided to shift Johnson to the Embassy
in Bangkok and to lower the level of the Geneva talks. The Chinese
did not accept the U.S. proposal to continue the discussions at a lower
level, and after Johnson and Wang held their last meeting in Geneva in
December 1957, the talks lapsed until they were renewed in Warsaw in
September 1958.

The ambassadorial talks in Warsaw will be documented in forth-
coming volumes and supplements to the Foreign Relations series.






List of Meetings

Number Date
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11

12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

August 1, 1955
August 2, 1955
August 4, 1955
August 8, 1955
August 11, 1955
August 13, 1955
August 16, 1955
August 18, 1955
August 20, 1955
August 22, 1955'
August 23, 1955
August 25, 1955
August 28, 1955
August 31, 1955
September 6, 1955
September 10, 1955
September 14, 1955
September 20, 1955
September 23, 1955
September 28, 1955
October 5, 1955
October 8, 1955
October 14, 1955
October 20, 1955
October 27, 1955
November 3, 1955
November 10, 1955

Number Date

26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52

November 17, 1955
November 23, 1955
December 1, 1955
December 8, 1955
December 15, 1955
December 22, 1955
January 12, 1956
January 19, 1956
January 25, 1956
February 4, 1956
February 9, 1956
February 18, 1956
February 24, 1956
March 1, 1956
March 8, 1956
March 22, 1956
March 29, 1956
April 9, 1956
April 19, 1956
April 26, 1956
May 11, 1956

May 17, 1956

May 24, 1956

May 31, 1956

June 8, 1956

June 21, 1956

June 28, 1956

! Ambassadors Johnson and Wang met privately and informally on August 22 and
28, 1955, with only their interpreters present.
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XII List of Meetings

Number Date

53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63

July 10, 1956

July 26, 1956
August 9, 1956
August 21, 1956
September 7, 1956
September 22, 1956
October 4, 1956
October 18, 1956
November 15, 1956
November 30, 1956
December 13, 1956

Number Date

64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73

January 19, 1957
February 14, 1957
March 14, 1957
May 15, 1957

July 11, 1957
August 8, 1957
September 12, 1957
October 10, 1957
November 14, 1957
December 12, 1957



List of Persons

Editor’s Note — This list is designed to provide ready reference for identification of persons
mentioned frequently in the supplement and on the document list. Identification
of the persons on the list is limited to positions and circumstances relating to the
ambassadorial talks and is confined to the years 1955-1957. All titles and positions
are American unless otherwise indicated. Where no dates are given, the individual
held the position throughout the period covered by the supplement. Chinese names
are spelled according to contemporary usage.

Adams, Sherman, Assistant to the President.

Barnes, Robert G., Director, Executive Secretariat, Department of State, August 1955-
March 1956.

Bunker, Ellsworth, President of the American National Red Cross through 1956.

Chou En-lai, Premier and Foreign Minister of the People’s Republic of China.

Clough, Ralph N., Deputy Director of the Office of Chinese Affairs, Department of State,
July 1955-June 1957; adviser to the U.S. representative in the ambassadorial talks,
August-September 1955; after June 1957, Director of the Office of Chinese Affairs.

Colm, Peter W., Intelligence Research Analyst, Office of Intelligence Research, Division
of Research for Far East, Department of State; adviser to the U.S. representative in the
ambassadorial talks, October-December 1955.

Dulles, John Foster, Secretary of State.

Ekvall, Lieutenant Colonel Robert B., U.S. Army, interpreter for the U.S. representative
in the ambassadorial talks, August 1955-December 1957.

Erskine, General Graves B., USMC (retired), Assistant to the Secretary of Defense,
Special Operations.

Forman, Douglas N., Office of Chinese Affairs from June 1955; adviser to the U.S. repre-
sentative in the ambassadorial talks, August-November 1955.

Freers, Edward L., Director, Office of Eastern European Affairs, Department of State,
from July 1956.

George, Senator Walter F.,, Democratic Senator from Georgia and Chairman of the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee to January 1957.

Gowen, Franklin C., Consul General in Geneva and U.S. Representative, International
Organizations.

Hagerty, James C., Press Secretary to the President.

Hill, Robert C., Assistant Secretary of State for Congressional Relations, March 1956—
May 1957.

Hoover, Herbert, Jr., Under Secretary of State to February 1957.

Johnson, U. Alexis, Ambassador to Czechoslovakia to December 1957; U.S. represent-
ative in ambassadorial talks with the People’s Republic of China, August 1955-
December 1957.

Koo, V.K. Wellington, Ambassador of the Republic of China to the United States to
May 1956.

Lindbeck, John M.H., Public Affairs Officer, Bureau of Far Eastern Affairs, Department
of State.

Martin, Edwin W., Deputy Director of the Office of Chinese Affairs, Department of State,
to July 1955; National War College, August 1955-July 1956; thereafter, First Secretary
at the Embassy in London; adviser to the U.S. representative in the ambassadorial
talks, August 1955 and June-December 1957; designated U.S. representative in the
ambassadorial talks, December 1957.
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XIV List of Persons

McConaughy, Walter P., Director of the Office of Chinese Affairs, Department of State,
to May 1957.

Moorman, Brigadier General PM., U.S. Army Attaché at the Embassy in Paris from
September 1955.

Murphy, Robert D., Deputy Under Secretary of State for Political Affairs.

O'Neill, Con, British Chargé in the People’s Republic of China, June 1956-October 1957.

Osborn, David L., Officer in Charge of Political Affairs, Office of Chinese Affairs, Depart-
ment of State, March 1955-December 1955; adviser to the U.S. representative in the
ambassadorial talks and Consul in Geneva, December 1955-March 1957; thereafter,
with the Office of Chinese Affairs.

Phleger, Herman, Legal Adviser of the Department of State to April 1957.

Richards, James P., Democratic Representative from South Carolina and Chairman of the
House Committee on Foreign Affairs to January 1957.

Robertson, Walter S., Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern Affairs.

Sebald, William J., Deputy Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern Affairs to March
1957.

Wang Ping-nan, Assistant Minister of Foreign Affairs of the People’s Republic of China to
March 1955; thereafter, Ambassador to Poland; representative of the People’s Republic
of China in ambassadorial talks with the United States from August 1955.



Notice of Declassification

All the documents in this supplement were declassified by the
Classification/Declassification Center of the Department of State,
which reviewed them according to the guidelines and procedures by
which it customarily reviews documents selected for publication in
the printed volumes of the Foreign Relations series. These procedures
include inspection of pertinent materials by all appropriate agencies
of the United States Government. Documents which were declassified
with excisions appear in the supplement without the excised material.

XV






List of Documents

O 0 N3 O U1 = W N - Z
=]

W N DN DN DN DNDNDDNMNDNDDNNMNDNDRE PR R PR R R R R )
S O 00 N O Uk W NRFR O WOV 0NN U kW N~ o

Date

7/29/55
7/29/55
7/31/55
8/1/55
8/1/55
8/1/55
8/1/55
8/1/55
8/1/55
8/2/55
8/2/55
8/2/55
8/2/55
8/2/55
8/2/55
8/2/55
8/2/55
8/2/55
8/3/55
8/3/55
8/3/55
8/3/55
8/4/55
8/4/55
8/4/55
8/4/55
8/4/55
8/5/55
8/5/55
8/5/55

Document

Letter from Dulles to Johnson

Telegram 312 to Geneva

Telegram 227 from Geneva
Telegram 231 from Geneva
Telegram 232 from Geneva
Telegram 238 from Geneva
Telegram 239 from Geneva
Telegram 240 from Geneva
Telegram 330 to Geneva

Telegram 242 from Geneva
Telegram 243 from Geneva
Telegram 244 from Geneva
Telegram 246 from Geneva
Telegram 248 from Geneva
Telegram 249 from Geneva
Telegram 250 from Geneva
Telegram 255 from Geneva
Telegram 341 to Geneva

Telegram 257 from Geneva
Telegram 358 to Geneva

Telegram 359 to Geneva

Telegram 360 to Geneva

Telegram 310 from Geneva
Telegram 314 from Geneva
Telegram 315 from Geneva
Telegram 368 to Geneva

Telegram 373 to Geneva

Telegram 317 from Geneva
Telegram 320 from Geneva

Telegram 321 from Geneva

Fiche/
Frame

XX/ XX

XVII



XVIII List of Documents

No.

31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53

54

55
56
57
58
59
60
61

Date

8/5/55
8/5/55
8/5/85
8/5/55
8/6/55
8/6/55
8/6/55
8/6/55
8/6/55
8/7/55
8/8/55
8/8/55
8/8/55
8/8/55
8/8/55
8/8/55
8/8/55
8/9/55
8/9/55
8/9/55
8/9/55
8/9/55
8/9/55

8/9/55

8/10/55
8/10/55
8/10/55
8/10/55
8/10/55
8/10/55
8/11/55

Document

Telegram 328 from Geneva
Telegram 384 to Geneva
Telegram 389 to Geneva
Telegram 391 to Geneva
Telegram 333 from Geneva
Telegram 334 from Geneva
Telegram 398 to Geneva
Telegram 399 to Geneva
Telegram 400 to Geneva
Telegram 335 from Geneva
Telegram 345 from Geneva
Telegram 346 from Geneva
Telegram 347 from Geneva
Telegram 354 from Geneva
Telegram 356 from Geneva
Telegram 357 from Geneva
Letter from McConaughy to Johnson
Telegram 362 from Geneva
Telegram 364 from Geneva
Telegram 369 from Geneva
Telegram 428 to Geneva
Telegram 429 to Geneva
Despatch 2 from Geneva
Enclosure: Johnson remarks, 8/4/55

Memorandum of Conversation, Koo
and Robertson

Telegram 389 from Geneva

Telegram 439 to Geneva

Telegram 440 to Geneva

Telegram 441 to Geneva

Letter 2 from McConaughy to Johnson
Letter from Johnson to McConaughy

Telegram 401 from Geneva

Fiche/
Frame



List of Documents XIX

62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77

78
79
80
81
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89
90
91
92
93

Date

8/11/55
8/11/55
8/11/55
8/11/55
8/11/55
8/11/55
8/11/55
8/12/55
8/12/55
8/12/55
8/12/55
8/12/55
8/12/55
8/12/55
8/12/55
8/12/55
[8/13/55]
8/13/55
8/13/55
8/13/55
8/13/55
8/14/55
8/15/55
8/15/55
8/15/55
8/15/55
8/15/55
8/15/55
8/16/55
8/16/55
8/16/55
8/16/55
8/16/55

Document Fiche/
Frame

Telegram 402 from Geneva

Telegram 403 from Geneva

Telegram 412 from Geneva

Telegram 417 from Geneva

Telegram 418 from Geneva

Telegram 466 to Geneva

Letter from Johnson to McConaughy
Telegram 425 from Geneva

Telegram 4 from Geneva

Telegram 428 from Geneva

Telegram 429 from Geneva

Telegram 470 to Geneva

Telegram 478 to Geneva

Letter 3 from Johnson to McConaughy
Letter from McConaughy to Johnson
Telegram 448 from Geneva

Telegram 452 from Geneva
Telegram 457 from Geneva
Telegram 458 from Geneva
Telegram 492 to Geneva
Telegram 495 to Geneva
Telegram 463 from Geneva
Telegram 464 from Geneva
Telegram 112 from USUN
Telegram 496 to Geneva
Telegram 361 to New Delhi
Letter from McConaughy to Johnson
Telegram 485 from Geneva
Telegram 490 from Geneva
Telegram 499 from Geneva
Telegram 500 from Geneva

Telegram 523 to Geneva



XX List of Documents

No.

94

95

96

97

98

99

100
101
102
103
104
105
106
107
108
109
110
111
112
113
114
115
116
117
118
119
120
121
122
123
124
125
126

Date

8/16/55
8/17/55
8/17/55
8/17/55
8/17/55
8/17/55
8/18/55
8/18/55
8/18/55
8/18/55
8/18/55
8/18/55
8/19/55
8/19/55
8/19/55
8/19/55
8/19/55
8/19/55
8/19/55
8/20/55
8/20/55
8/20/55
8/20/55
8/21/55
8/21/55
8/22/55
8/22/55
8/22/55
8/22/55
8/23/55
8/23/55
8/23/55
8/23/55

Document

Telegram 526 to Geneva

Telegram 504 from Geneva

Telegram 516 from Geneva

Telegram 541 to Geneva

Telegram 542 to Geneva

Letter from McConaughy to Johnson
Telegram 520 from Geneva

Telegram 537 from Geneva

Telegram 538 from Geneva

Telegram 540 from Geneva

Telegram 543 from Geneva

Telegram 562 to Geneva

Telegram 545 from Geneva

Telegram 547 from Geneva

Telegram 551 from Geneva

Telegram 569 to Geneva

Telegram 582 to Geneva

Letter 4 from Johnson to McConaughy
Letter 6 from McConaughy to Johnson
Telegram 560 from Geneva

Telegram 563 from Geneva

Telegram 564 from Geneva

Telegram 566 from Geneva

Telegram 598 to Geneva

Telegram 599 to Geneva

Telegram 571 from Geneva

Telegram 602 to Geneva

Telegram 603 to Geneva

Letter 8 from McConaughy to Johnson
Telegram 585 from Geneva

Telegram 586 from Geneva

Telegram 589 from Geneva

Telegram 594 from Geneva

Fiche/
Frame



List of Documents XXI

No. Date Document Fiche/
Frame

127 8/23/55 Telegram 616 to Geneva

128  8/24/55 Telegram 599 from Geneva

129  8/24/55 Telegram 607 from Geneva

130  8/24/55 Telegram 622 to Geneva

131 8/24/55 Telegram 627 to Geneva

132 8/24/55 Letter 5 from Johnson to McConaughy
133 8/25/55 Memorandum from Dulles to Phleger
134  8/25/55 Telegram 616 from Geneva

135  8/25/55 Telegram 617 from Geneva

136 8/25/55 Telegram 623 from Geneva

137 8/25/55 Telegram 624 from Geneva

138 8/25/55 Telegram 625 from Geneva

139 8/25/55 Telegram 92 to USUN

140  8/25/55 Telegram 633 to Geneva

141  8/26/55 Telegram 628 from Geneva

142 8/26/55 Telegram 630 from Geneva

143 8/26/55 Telegram 631 from Geneva

144  8/26/55 Memorandum of Conversation, Koo
and Sebald

145  8/26/55 Letter 9 from McConaughy to Johnson
146 8/29/55 Telegram 642 from Geneva
147 8/29/55 Telegram 654 to Geneva

148 8/29/55 Letter 10 from McConaughy to
Johnson

149  8/30/55 Telegram 651 from Geneva

150  8/30/55 Telegram 658 to Geneva

151  8/31/55 Telegram 657 from Geneva

152 8/31/55 Telegram 658 from Geneva

153  8/31/55 Telegram 659 from Geneva

154  8/31/55 Telegram 661 from Geneva

155 8/31/55 Letter 6 from Johnson to McConaughy

156 9/1/55 Letter from Clough to McConaughy
Enclosure: Johnson remarks, 8/31/55

157 9/2/55 Telegram 677 to Geneva
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List of Documents

158
159
160
161
162
163
164
165
166
167
168
169
170
171
172
173
174
175
176

177
178

179
180
181
182
183

184
185
186
187
188

Date

9/2/55
9/2/55
9/3/55
9/3/55
9/4/55
9/5/55
9/6/55
9/6/55
9/6/55
9/6/55
9/7/55
9/7/55
9/8/55
9/8/55
9/8/55
9/8/55
9/8/55
9/9/55
9/9/55

9/9/55
9/9/55

9/10/55
9/10/55
9/12/55
9/12/55
9/12/55

9/13/55
9/13/55
9/13/55
9/14/55
9/14/55

Document

Telegram 678 to Geneva

Letter 11 from McConaughy to Johnson
Telegram 672 from Geneva

Telegram 682 to Geneva

Telegram 673 from Geneva

Telegram 685 to Geneva

Telegram 678 from Geneva

Telegram 682 from Geneva

Telegram 684 from Geneva

Telegram 687 from Geneva

Telegram 693 to Geneva

Letter 7 from Johnson to McConaughy
Telegram 691 from Geneva

Telegram 694 to Geneva

Telegram 695 to Geneva

Telegram 696 to Geneva

Telegram 555 to New Delhi

Telegram 700 from Geneva

Telegram unnumbered to Hagerty
in Denver

Telegram 705 to Geneva

Letter 12 from McConaughy to
Johnson

Telegram 708 from Geneva
Telegram 709 from Geneva
Telegram 715 from Geneva
Circular Telegram 163

Letter 13 from McConaughy to
Johnson

Telegram 713 to Geneva
Telegram 717 to Geneva
Telegram 718 to Geneva
Telegram 722 from Geneva

Telegram 724 from Geneva

Fiche/
Frame



List of Documents XXIII

189
190
191
192
193
194
195
196
197
198
199
200
201
202
203
204
205
206
207
208
209
210
211
212
213
214
215

216

217

218
219

Date

9/14/55
9/14/55
9/15/55
9/15/55
9/15/55
9/15/55
9/16/55
9/16/55
9/17/55
9/17/55
9/19/55
9/19/55
9/19/55
9/19/55
9/19/55
9/20/55
9/20/55
9/20/55
9/20/55
9/20/55
9/20/55
9/20/55
9/21/55
9/21/55
9/21/55
9/21/55
9/21/55

9/21/55

9/22/55

9/22/66
9/22/55

Document Fiche/
Frame

Telegram 725 from Geneva
Telegram 726 from Geneva
Telegram 729 from Geneva
Telegram 732 from Geneva
Telegram 728 to Geneva
Letter 8 from Johnson to McConaughy
Telegram 733 from Geneva
Letter 14 from McConaughy to Johnson
Telegram 739 from Geneva
Telegram 740 from Geneva
Telegram 743 to Geneva
Telegram 745 to Geneva
Telegram 750 to Geneva
Telegram 751 to Geneva
Telegram 752 to Geneva
Telegram 744 from Geneva
Telegram 745 from Geneva
Telegram 1119 from London
Telegram 747 from Geneva
Telegram 748 from Geneva
Telegram 750 from Geneva
Telegram 751 from Geneva
Telegram 752 from Geneva
Telegram 753 from Geneva
Telegram 758 from Geneva
Telegram 761 to Geneva

Memorandum of Conversation,
George and Robertson

Despatch 5 from Geneva

Enclosure: Letter from Wang to
Johnson, 9/16/55

Telegram 6 from Geneva
Telegram 764 to Geneva

Telegram 766 to Geneva



XXIV List of Documents

No. Date Document Fiche/
Frame

220 9/22/55 Telegram 1624 to London
221 9/22/55 Telegram 1625 to London

222 9/22/55 Memorandum of Conversation,
Richards and Robertson

223 9/22/55 Letter 9 from Johnson to McConaughy
224  9/23/55 Telegram 767 from Geneva

225  9/23/55 Telegram 768 from Geneva

226 9/23/55 Telegram 770 from Geneva

227 9/23/55 Telegram 772 from Geneva

228  9/23/55 Telegram 773 from Geneva

229 9/23/55 Telegram 776 to Geneva

230  9/23/55 Telegram 777 to Geneva

231  9/23/55 Telegram USITO 51 to Geneva

232  9/23/55 Memorandum from Robertson
to Dulles

233 9/23/55 Letter 15 from McConaughy
to Johnson

234 9/26/55 Telegram 7 from Geneva
235 9/26/55 Telegram 777 from Geneva

236  9/26/55 Telegram 4 from USUN to Geneva
(Telegram Dulte 1 from USUN)

237 9/27/55 Telegram 779 from Geneva
238  9/27/55 Telegram 780 from Geneva
239 9/27/55 Telegram 784 from Geneva
240  9/27/55 Telegram Dulte 3 from USUN
241 9/27/55 Telegram 789 to Geneva
242 9/27/55 Telegram 790 to Geneva
243  9/27/55 Telegram 797 to Geneva
244 9/27/55 Telegram 798 to Geneva
245  9/28/55 Telegram 790 from Geneva
246 9/28/55 Telegram 791 from Geneva
247 9/28/55 Telegram 793 from Geneva
248 9/28/55 Telegram 794 from Geneva
249  9/28/55 Telegram 795 from Geneva



List of Documents XXV

No. Date Document Fiche/
Frame

250  9/28/55 Telegram 796 from Geneva

251  9/28/55 Telegram 797 from Geneva

252 9/28/55 Telegram 798 from Geneva

253 9/29/55 Letter from Clough to McConaughy
254  9/30/55 Telegram 86 to Prague

255  9/30/55 Telegram 809 to Geneva

256 9/30/55 Letter 16 from McConaughy to
Johnson

257 10/1/55 Telegram 819 to Geneva
258  10/3/55 Telegram 823 to Geneva
259 10/3/55 Telegram 824 to Geneva

260 10/3/55 Letter 17 from McConaughy
to Johnson

261 10/4/55 Telegram 804 from Geneva

262  10/4/55 Despatch 7 from Geneva
Enclosure: Comparison of texts

263  10/5/55 Telegram 811 from Geneva

264 10/5/55 Telegram 815 from Geneva

265 10/5/55 Telegram 817 from Geneva

266  10/5/55 Telegram 818 from Geneva

267 10/5/55 Telegram 819 from Geneva

268 10/6/55 Telegram 834 to Geneva

269 10/6/55 Telegram 838 to Geneva

270  10/6/55 Letter 11 from Johnson to McConaughy

271 10/7/55 Telegram 841 to Geneva

272 10/7/55 Telegram 847 to Geneva

273 10/7/55 Telegram 852 to Geneva

274  10/8/55 Telegram 833 from Geneva

275 10/8/55 Telegram 835 from Geneva

276 10/8/55 Telegram 836 from Geneva

277 10/8/55 Telegram 837 from Geneva

278 10/10/55 Letter 18 from McConaughy
to Johnson

279 10/11/55 Telegram 865 to Geneva



XXVI  List of Documents
No. Date Document Fiche/
Frame

280 10/12/55 Telegram 870 to Geneva

281 10/13/55 Telegram 855 from Geneva

282  10/13/55 Telegram 856 from Geneva

283  10/13/55 Letter 12 from Johnson to
McConaughy

284 10/14/55 Telegram 864 from Geneva

285 10/14/55 Telegram 865 from Geneva

286 10/14/55  Telegram 867 from Geneva

287 10/14/55 Telegram 869 from Geneva

288  10/14/55 Telegram 871 from Geneva

289 10/14/55 Telegram 872 from Geneva

290 10/14/55 Telegram 886 to Geneva

291 10/14/55 Letter 19 from McConaughy
to Johnson

292 10/17/55 Telegram 900 to Geneva

293  10/17/55 Letter 20 from McConaughy
to Johnson

294  10/18/55 Telegram 914 to Geneva

295 10/18/55 Telegram 915 to Geneva

296 10/19/55 Telegram 896 from Geneva

297 10/19/55 Telegram 931 to Geneva

298 10/19/55 Telegram 934 to Geneva

299  10/19/55 Letter 13 from Johnson to
McConaughy

300 10/19/55 Letter from Robertson to Erskine

301 10/20/55 Telegram 910 from Geneva

302 10/20/55 Telegram 915 from Geneva

303 10/20/55  Telegram 921 from Geneva

304 10/20/55 Telegram 922 from Geneva

305 10/21/55  Telegram 924 from Geneva

306 10/21/55 Telegram 966 to Geneva

307 10/21/55 Letter 14 from Johnson to
McConaughy

308 10/21/55 Letter 21 from McConaughy

to Johnson



List of Documents XXVII

309
310
311
312
313
314
315
316
317
318
319
320
321
322

323
324
325
326

327
328
329
330
331
332

333
334
335

336
337
338

Date

10/24/55
10/24/55
10/25/55
10/25/55
10/25/55
10/26/55
10/26/55
10/26/55
10/26/55
10/27/55
10/27/55
10/27/55
10/28/55
10/28/55

10/29/55
10/29/55
10/29/55
10/29/55

10/31/55
10/31/55
10/31/55
11/1/55
11/1/55
11/1/55

11/2/55
11/2/55
11/2/55

11/3/55
11/3/55
11/3/55

Document Fiche/
Frame

Telegram 980 to Geneva
Telegram Tedul 8 to Paris
Telegram 957 from Geneva
Telegram 989 to Geneva
Telegram 996 to Geneva
Telegram 962 from Geneva
Telegram Dulte 12 from Geneva
Telegram 1003 to Geneva
Telegram 1013 to Geneva
Telegram 968 from Geneva
Telegram 970 from Geneva
Telegram 977 from Geneva
Telegram 994 from Geneva

Letter 15 from Johnson to
McConaughy

Telegram 999 from Geneva
Telegram 1053 to Geneva
Telegram Tedul 28 to Geneva

Letter 22 from McConaughy to
Johnson

Telegram Dulte 34 from Geneva
Telegram 1064 to Geneva
Telegram Tedul 42 to Geneva
Telegram 1027 from Geneva
Telegram to Geneva 1079

Letter 16 from Johnson to
McConaughy

Telegram 1033 from Geneva
Telegram 1036 from Geneva

Letter 23 from McConaughy to
Johnson

Telegram 1044 from Geneva
Telegram 1048 from Geneva

Telegram 1054 from Geneva



XXVIII List of Documents

No.

339
340
341

342
343
344
345
346
347
348
349
350
351
352
353
354
355

356
357
358
359
360
361
362
363
364
365
366
367
368

Date

11/3/55
11/4/55
11/4/55

11/4/55
11/4/55
11/5/55
11/5/55
11/7/55
11/7/55
11/7/55
11/8/55
11/8/55
11/8/55
11/8/55
11/8/55
11/8/55
11/8/55

11/9/55
11/9/55
11/9/55
11/9/55
11/10/55
11/10/55
11/10/55
11/10/55
11/10/55
11/10/55
11/10/55
11/10/55
11/11/55

Document

Telegram 1056 from Geneva
Telegram 1061 from Geneva

Letter 17 from Johnson to
McConaughy

Letter from Sebald to Johnson
Letter 24 from Clough to Johnson
Telegram 1136 to Geneva
Telegram 1140 to Geneva
Telegram 161 from Prague
Telegram 2561 to London
Telegram 1143 to Geneva
Telegram 1096 from Geneva
Telegram 1097 from Geneva
Telegram 1099 from Geneva
Telegram 1101 from Geneva
Telegram 1162 to Geneva
Telegram 1162 to Geneva

Letter 25 from McConaughy
to Johnson

Enclosure: Message from O’Neill,
11/4/55

Telegram 1108 from Geneva
Telegram 1110 from Geneva
Telegram 1183 to Geneva
Letter from Clough to Forman
Telegram 1115 from Geneva
Telegram 1116 from Geneva
Telegram 1122 from Geneva
Telegram 1125 from Geneva
Telegram 1126 from Geneva
Telegram 1132 from Geneva
Telegram 1133 from Geneva
Telegram 1135 from Geneva

Telegram 1140 from Geneva

Fiche/
Frame



List of Documents XXIX

369
370
371
372
373
374
375
376
377
378

379
380
381
382
383
384
385
386

387
388
389
390
391
392

393
394
395
396

Date

11/11/55
11/11/55
11/12/55
11/15/55
11/16/55
11/17/55
11/17/55
11/17/55
11/18/55
11/18/55

11/19/55
11/21/55
11/21/55
11/23/55
11/23/55
11/23/55
11/23/55
11/23/55

11/29/55
11/29/55
11/29/55
11/30/55
11/30/55
11/30/55

12/1/55
12/1/55
12/2/55
12/2/55

Document Fiche/
Frame

Telegram 1141 from Geneva
Letter from Johnson to Sebald
Telegram 1219 to Geneva
Telegram 1247 to Geneva
Telegram 1186 from Geneva
Telegram 1192 from Geneva
Telegram 1197 from Geneva
Telegram 1272 to Geneva
Telegram 1203 from Geneva

Letter 26 from McConaughy
to Johnson

Telegram 1281 to Geneva

Telegram 1210 from Geneva
Telegram 1289 to Geneva

Telegram 1212 from Geneva
Telegram 1214 from Geneva
Telegram 1215 from Geneva
Telegram 1216 from Geneva

Letter 18 from Johnson to
McConaughy

Telegram 1326 to Geneva
Telegram 1329 to Geneva
Telegram 1330 to Geneva
Circular Airgram 4199
Circular Airgram 4200

Memorandum from Robertson to
Dulles

Attachments: Chinese draft, 10/27/55;
U.S. draft, 11/8/55; Johnson’s pro-
posed draft

Telegram 1235 from Geneva
Telegram 1240 from Geneva
Telegram 1241 from Geneva

Telegram 1243 from Geneva



XXX

List of Documents

No.

397
398
399
400
401
402
403
404
405
406
407
408
409
410
411
412

413
414
415
416
417
418
419
420
421

422

423
424
425
426
427

Date

12/2/55
12/2/55
12/6/55
12/7/55
12/7/55
12/8/55
12/8/55
12/9/55
12/9/55
12/9/55
12/10/55
12/12/55
12/12/55
12/12/55
12/12/55
12/12/55

12/13/55
12/14/55
12/15/55
12/15/55
12/15/55
12/16/55
12/16/55
12/16/55
12/16/55

12/16/55

12/19/55
12/19/55
12/20/55
12/22/55
12/22/55

Document

Telegram 1244 from Geneva
Telegram 1339 to Geneva
Telegram 1354 to Geneva
Telegram 1260 from Geneva
Telegram 1355 to Geneva
Telegram 1263 from Geneva
Telegram 1269 from Geneva
Telegram 1270 from Geneva
Telegram 1271 from Geneva
Telegram 1272 from Geneva
Telegram 1372 to Geneva
Telegram 1276 from Geneva
Telegram 1376 to Geneva
Telegram 1377 to Geneva
Telegram 1378 to Geneva

Memorandum from Robertson

to Dulles

Telegram 1283 from Geneva
Telegram 1393 to Geneva
Telegram 1286 from Geneva
Telegram 1288 from Geneva
Telegram 1289 from Geneva
Telegram 1294 from Geneva
Telegram 1295 from Geneva
Telegram 1296 from Geneva

Letter 19 from Johnson to
McConaughy

Letter 27 from McConaughy
to Johnson

Telegram 1300 from Geneva
Telegram 218 from Prague
Telegram 1410 to Geneva
Telegram 1308 from Geneva

Telegram 1311 from Geneva

Fiche/
Frame



List of Documents XXXI
No. Date Document Fiche/
Frame
428 12/22/55 Letter 20 from Johnson to
McConaughy
429 12/28/55 Telegram 1320 from Geneva
430 12/30/55 Telegram 194 to Prague
431  1/5/56 Telegram 1338 from Geneva
432 1/9/56 Telegram 1465 to Geneva
433 1/9/56 Telegram 1466 to Geneva
434 1/9/56 Telegram 1467 to Geneva
435 1/9/56 Telegram 1468 to Geneva
436 1/9/56 Letter 28 from Clough to Johnson
437 1/11/56 Telegram 1351 from Geneva
438 1/11/56 Telegram 1353 from Geneva
439  1/11/56 Telegram 1475 to Geneva
440 1/11/56 Telegram 1476 to Geneva
441 1/12/56 Telegram 1362 from Geneva
442 1/12/56 Telegram 1363 from Geneva
443 1/12/56 Telegram 1364 from Geneva
444  1/13/56 Telegram 1365 from Geneva
445 1/13/56 Telegram 1366 from Geneva
446  1/13/56 Telegram 1369 from Geneva
447  1/16/56 Telegram 1496 to Geneva
448 1/16/56 Airgram 173 to Geneva
449 1/16/56 Letter 29 from McConaughy
to Johnson
450 1/17/56 Telegram 1387 from Geneva
451  1/17/56 Telegram 1507 to Geneva
452 1/17/56 Telegram 1512 to Geneva
453  1/18/56 Telegram 1388 from Geneva
454  1/19/56 Telegram 1398 from Geneva
455  1/19/56 Telegram 1402 from Geneva
456 1/19/56 Telegram 1403 from Geneva
457  1/10/56 Telegram 1405 from Geneva
[1/20/56]
458  1/20/56 Telegram 1524 to Geneva



XXXII List of Documents

No. Date Document Fiche/
Frame

459  1/20/56 Letter 21 from Johnson to
McConaughy

460 1/21/56 Telegram 1410 from Geneva
461 1/23/56 Telegram 1530 to Geneva
462  1/23/56 Telegram 1531 to Geneva
463 1/23/56 Telegram 1533 to Geneva
464 1/24/56 Telegram 1416 from Geneva
465 1/25/56 Telegram 1419 from Geneva
466  1/25/56 Telegram 1422 from Geneva
467  1/26/56 Telegram 1425 from Geneva
468 1/26/56 Telegram 1426 from Geneva
469  1/27/56 Telegram 1429 from Geneva
470  1/27/56 Circular Telegram 500

471 1/30/56 Telegram 1559 to Geneva

472  2/1/56 Telegram 1440 from Geneva
473 2/1/56 Telegram 1568 to Geneva
474 2/2/56 Telegram 1573 to Geneva
475 2/4/56 Telegram 1453 from Geneva
476  2/4/56 Telegram 1454 from Geneva
477 2/4/56 Telegram 1455 from Geneva
478  2/4/56 Telegram 3173 from Saigon
479  2/6/56 Telegram 1457 from Geneva
480 2/7/56 Telegram 1591 to Geneva
481 2/8/56 Telegram 1467 from Geneva
482  2/8/56 Telegram 1592 to Geneva
483  2/9/56 Telegram 1474 from Geneva
484  2/9/56 Telegram 1476 from Geneva
485 2/9/56 Telegram 1479 from Geneva
486  2/9/56 Memorandum from McConaughy

to Robertson
487 2/13/56 Telegram 1619 to Geneva

488  2/13/56 Letter 30 from McConaughy
to Johnson

489  2/16/56 Letter from Johnson to McConaughy



List of Documents XXXIII

No. Date Document Fiche/
Frame

490 2/17/56 Letter 31 from McConaughy
to Johnson

491 2/17/56 Letter from Lindbeck to Osborn
492 2/18/56 Telegram 1509 from Geneva
493  2/18/56 Telegram 1512 from Geneva
494 2/18/56 Telegram 1513 from Geneva

495 2/19/56 Letter 22 from Johnson to
McConaughy

496  2/21/56 Telegram 1526 from Geneva
497  2/21/56 Telegram 1663 to Geneva

498 2/22/56 Letter 23 from Johnson to McConaughy

Enclosures: Comments on draft; draft
press release

499  2/24/56 Telegram 1547 from Geneva
500 2/24/56 Telegram 1554 from Geneva

501  2/24/56 Letter 32 from McConaughy
to Johnson

502 2/27/56 Telegram 1558 from Geneva
503  2/28/56 Telegram 1693 to Geneva
504  2/28/56 Telegram 1694 to Geneva

505 2/28/56 Letter 24 from Johnson to
McConaughy

506 2/29/56 Telegram 1695 to Geneva
507 2/29/56 Telegram 1697 to Geneva

508 3/1/56 Telegram 1569 from Geneva
509 3/1/56 Telegram 1571 from Geneva
510 3/1/56 Telegram 1572 from Geneva
511 3/1/56 Telegram 1574 from Geneva
512 3/1/56 Telegram 1577 from Geneva
513 3/2/56 Telegram 1578 from Geneva
514 3/2/56 Letter 33 from McConaughy
to Johnson
515 3/3/56 Telegram 1585 from Geneva
516  3/3/56 Telegram 1586 from Geneva

517  3/4/56 Telegram 1587 from Geneva



XXXIV  List of Documents

No.

518
519
520
521
522
523
524
525
526
527
528

529
530
531
532
533
534
535
536
537
538
539

540
541
542
543
544
545
546
547
548
549

Date

3/4/56
3/5/56
3/5/56
3/5/56
3/7/56
3/7/56
3/8/56
3/8/56
3/8/56
3/9/56
3/9/56

3/11/56
3/11/56
3/11/56
3/12/56
3/12/56
3/12/56
3/13/56
3/13/56
3/13/56
3/15/56
3/15/56

3/16/56
3/19/56
3/19/56
3/19/56
3/20/56
3/20/56
3/20/56
3/21/56
3/22/56
3/22/56

Document

Telegram Tosec 3 to Karachi
Telegram Tosec 7 to Karachi
Telegram Tosec 10 to Karachi
Telegram 1718 to Geneva
Telegram 1603 from Geneva
Telegram 1730 to Geneva
Telegram 1611 from Geneva
Telegram 1614 from Geneva
Telegram 1615 from Geneva
Telegram 1617 from Geneva

Letter 34 from McConaughy
to Johnson

Telegram 1621 from Geneva
Telegram Secto 43 from Colombo
Telegram Tosec 54 to Djakarta
Telegram Tosec 60 to Bangkok
Telegram 1750 to Geneva
Telegram 1751 to Geneva
Telegram 1631 from Geneva
Telegram 4 from Geneva
Telegram 1754 to Geneva
Telegram 2293 to New Delhi

Letter 25 from Johnson to
McConaughy

Telegram 1474 from The Hague
Telegram 1769 to Geneva
Telegram 1770 to Geneva
Telegram 1771 to Geneva
Telegram 1652 from Geneva
Telegram 1772 to Geneva
Telegram 1776 to Geneva
Telegram 1658 from Geneva
Telegram 1661 from Geneva

Telegram 1663 from Geneva

Fiche/
Frame



List of Documents XXXV

550
551
552
553

554
555
556
557
558

559
560
561
562

563

564
565
566

567

568
569
570
571
572
573
574
575

Date

3/22/56
3/27/56
3/28/56
3/28/56

3/29/56
3/29/56
3/29/56
3/29/56
4/2/56

4/3/56
4/5/56
4/5/56
4/6/56

4/6/56

4/8/56
4/8/56
4/8/56

4/8/56

4/9/56

4/9/56

4/10/56
4/10/56
4/11/56
4/12/56
4/12/56
4/13/56

Document Fiche/
Frame

Telegram 1668 from Geneva
Telegram 1804 to Geneva
Telegram 1809 to Geneva

Letter 26 from Johnson to
McConaughy

Telegram 1706 from Geneva
Telegram 1707 from Geneva
Telegram 1709 from Geneva
Telegram 1713 from Geneva

Letter 36 from McConaughy
to Johnson

Enclosures: Memorandum from Hoover
to Dulles, 3/21/56; memorandum from
Adams to Hoover, 3/19/56

Telegram 1836 to Geneva
Telegram 426 from Prague
Telegram 1841 to Geneva

Memorandum of conversation,
Robertson and Koo

Letter 37 from McConaughy
to Johnson

Telegram 1735 from Geneva
Telegram 1736 from Geneva

Letter 27 from Johnson to
McConaughy

Letter 28 from Johnson to
McConaughy

Telegram 1737 from Geneva
Telegram 1742 from Geneva
Telegram 1746 from Geneva
Telegram 1856 to Geneva
Telegram 1860 to Geneva
Telegram 324 to Prague
Telegram 327 to Prague
Telegram 1874 to Geneva



XXXVI List of Documents

No.

576

577
578

579

580
581
582
583

584
585
586

587
588
589
590

591
592
593

594
595
596

597
598
599

600
601

Date

4/13/56

4/16/56
4/16/56

4/18/56

4/19/56
4/19/56
4/19/56
4/20/56

4/24/56
4/24/56
4/25/56

4/26/56
4/26/56
4/27/56
4/30/56

5/2/56
5/3/56
5/3/56

5/4/56
5/5/56
5/7/56

5/8/56
5/9/56
5/10/56

5/11/56
5/11/56

Document Fiche/
Frame

Letter 38 from McConaughy

to Johnson

Telegram 1892 to Geneva

Memorandum of Conversation, Hill,
Robertson, and Members of Congress

Letter 29 from Johnson to
McConaughy

Telegram 1797 from Geneva
Telegram 1799 from Geneva
Telegram 1800 from Geneva

Letter 39 from McConaughy
to Johnson

Telegram 1912 to Geneva
Telegram 2617 to New Delhi

Letter 30 from Johnson to
McConaughy

Telegram 1818 from Geneva
Telegram 1825 from Geneva
Telegram 1823 from Geneva

Letter 40 from McConaughy
to Johnson

Telegram 1943 to Geneva
Telegram 1840 from Geneva

Letter 31 from Johnson to
McConaughy

Telegram 1841 from Geneva
Telegram 6 from Geneva

Letter 41 from McConaughy
to Johnson

Telegram 41 from Geneva
Telegram 1967 to Geneva

Letter 32 from Johnson to
McConaughy

Telegram 1866 from Geneva

Telegram 1870 from Geneva



List of Documents XXXVII
No. Date Document Fiche/
Frame
602 5/11/56 Telegram 1871 from Geneva
603 5/11/56 Telegram 1875 from Geneva
604 5/11/56 Letter 42 from McConaughy
to Johnson
605 5/14/56 Memorandum from Clough
to Robertson
606 5/14/56 Letter from Osborn to Clough
Enclosure: Draft agreed announcement
607 5/15/56 Telegram 1994 to Geneva
608 5/16/56 Letter 33 from Johnson to
McConaughy
609 5/17/56 Telegram 1895 from Geneva
610 5/17/56 Telegram 1902 from Geneva
611 5/17/56 Telegram 1903 from Geneva
612 5/21/56 Letter 43 from McConaughy
to Johnson
613  5/22/56 Telegram 2023 to Geneva
614 5/24/56 Telegram 1925 from Geneva
615 5/25/56 Telegram 1928 from Geneva
[5/24/56]
616 5/24/56 Telegram 1929 from Geneva
617  5/24/56 Telegram 1930 from Geneva
618 5/25/56 Telegram 1937 from Geneva
619 5/25/56 Letter 34 from Johnson to
McConaughy
620 5/25/56 Letter 44 from Clough to Johnson
621  5/26/56 Letter from Osborn to Clough
622 5/28/56 Letter from Osborn to Clough
Enclosure: Draft agreed announcement
623 5/28/56 Letter from Johnson to McConaughy
624 5/29/56 Telegram 1949 from Geneva
625 5/29/56 Telegram 2059 to Geneva
626  5/29/56 Telegram 2066 to Geneva
627  5/29/56 Telegram 2067 to Geneva
628 5/30/56 Telegram 2068 to Geneva



XXXVIII List of Documents

No.

629
630
631
632
633
634

635

636
637

638
639
640
641
642
643
644
645
646
647
648
649
650
651

652
653
654
655
656
657
658

Date

5/31/56
5/31/56
5/31/56
5/31/56
5/31/56
6/1/56

6/1/56

6/4/56
6/4/56

6/5/56
6/6/56
6/6/56
6/6/56
6/6/56
6/6/56
6/7/56
6/7/56
6/7/56
6/8/56
6/8/56
6/8/56
6/8/56
6/8/56

6/11/56
6/11/56
6/12/56
6/12/56
6/12/56
6/12/56
6/13/56

Document

Telegram 1958 from Geneva
Telegram 1964 from Geneva
Telegram 1965 from Geneva

Telegram 730 to Taipei

Letter from Johnson to McConaughy

Letter from Osborn to Clough
Enclosure: Comments

Letter 45 from McConaughy
to Johnson

Telegram 1985 from Geneva

Letter 46 from McConaughy
to Johnson

Telegram 2090 to Geneva
Telegram 551 from Prague
Telegram 2099 to Geneva
Telegram 2100 to Geneva
Telegram 741 to Taipei
Telegram 2102 to Geneva
Telegram 2008 from Geneva
Telegram 2104 to Geneva
Telegram 2105 to Geneva
Telegram 2009 from Geneva
Telegram 2013 from Geneva
Telegram 2022 from Geneva
Telegram 2023 from Geneva

Letter 37 from Johnson to
McConaughy

Telegram 557 from Prague
Telegram 561 from Prague
Telegram 50 from Geneva
Telegram 2033 from Geneva
Telegram 2039 from Geneva
Telegram 389 to Prague

Telegram 53 from Geneva

Fiche/
Frame



List of Documents XXXIX

No. Date Document Fiche/
Frame

659  6/14/56 Letter from Osborn to Clough
Enclosure: List, 6/8/56

660 6/19/56 Telegram 2183 to Geneva
661  6/20/56 Telegram 2103 from Geneva

662 6/20/56 Letter 38 from Johnson to
McConaughy

663 6/21/56 Telegram 2100 from Geneva

664 6/22/56 Letter 47 from McConaughy
to Johnson

665  6/25/56 Letter 48 from McConaughy
to Johnson

666  6/26/56 Telegram 2217 to Geneva
667  6/27/56 Telegram 2219 to Geneva
668 6/28/56 Telegram 2129 from Geneva
669  6/28/56 Telegram 2135 from Geneva
670 6/28/56 Letter 39 from Johnson to

McConaughy

671  7/6/56 Telegram 11 to Geneva

672 7/6/56 Letter 49 from McConaughy
to Johnson

673  7/9/56 Telegram 16 to Geneva

674 7/9/56 Letter 50 from McConaughy
to Johnson

675 7/10/56 Telegram 20 from Geneva
676  7/10/56 Telegram 22 from Geneva
677  7/10/56 Telegram 23 from Geneva
678 7/11/56 Telegram 25 from Geneva

679 7/11/56 Letter 40 from Johnson to
McConaughy

680 7/18/56 Memorandum from Colm to
McConaughy

681 7/19/56 Telegram 60 to Geneva

682  7/20/56 Letter 51 from McConaughy
to Johnson

683  7/23/56 Telegram 70 to Geneva
684  7/23/56 Telegram 72 to Geneva



XL List of Documents

No.

685
686
687

688
689

690

691

692
693
694
695
696
697

698

699
700

701
702
703
704
705
706
707
708

Date

7/26/56
7/26/56
7/26/56

7/27/56
7/31/56

8/1/56

8/3/56

8/6/56
8/8/56
8/9/56
8/9/56
8/9/56
8/9/56

8/13/56

8/17/56
8/20/56

8/21/56
8/21/56
8/21/56
8/21/56
8/31/56
9/5/56
9/7/56
9/7/56

Document

Telegram 71 from Geneva
Telegram 75 from Geneva

Letter 41 from Johnson to
McConaughy

Telegram 76 from Geneva

Memorandum from Robertson
to Dulles

Attachments: Memorandum for the

President; draft letter to Johnson

Memorandum of Conversation,
Bunker and Robertson

Attachment: Letter from Robertson

to Bunker, 8/2/56

Letter 52 from McConaughy
to Johnson

Telegram 124 to Geneva
Telegram 135 to Geneva
Telegram 129 from Geneva
Telegram 134 from Geneva
Telegram 135 from Geneva

Letter 42 from Johnson to
McConaughy

Letter 53 from McConaughy
to Johnson

Telegram 176 to Geneva

Letter 43 from Johnson to
McConaughy

Telegram 167 from Geneva
Telegram 168 from Geneva
Telegram 172 from Geneva
Telegram 173 from Geneva
Letter 54 from Clough to Johnson
Telegram 248 to Geneva
Telegram 230 from Geneva

Telegram 231 from Geneva

Fiche/
Frame



List of Documents XLI
No. Date Document Fiche/
Frame
709  9/7/56 Telegram 232 from Geneva
710 9/7/56 Letter 44 from Johnson to
McConaughy
711 9/12/56 Letter from Johnson to McConaughy
712 9/13/56 Letter 55 from McConaughy
to Johnson
Enclosure: U.S. Navy Statement
713 9/17/56 Telegram 300 to Geneva
714 9/17/56 Telegram 301 to Geneva
715 9/19/56 Telegram 279 from Geneva
716 9/21/56 Telegram 295 from Geneva
717 9/21/56 Telegram 320 to Geneva
718 9/22/56 Telegram 297 from Geneva
719 9/22/56 Telegram 301 from Geneva
720 9/22/56 Telegram 302 from Geneva
721  9/22/56 Telegram 303 from Geneva
722 9/22/56 Letter 45 from Johnson to
McConaughy
723 10/1/56 Memorandum from McConaughy
to Robertson
724 10/1/56 Letter 56 from McConaughy to
Johnson
725  10/2/56 Telegram 374 to Geneva
726 10/4/56 Telegram 359 from Geneva
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China

1. Letter from Dulles to Johnson'

Washington, July 29, 1955

My dear Ambassador Johnson:

In your forthcoming talks at Geneva, Switzerland, with a represent-
ative of the Chinese Peoples Republic (CPR), you will be guided by the
following considerations:

(1) The talks are a continuation of the talks held in the last year
between representatives of both sides at Geneva.

(2) Through you and the appropriate representative of the CPR, the
talks are now being resumed at the ambassadorial level.

(8) The agreed purpose of your talks is “to aid in settling the matter
of repatriation of civilians who desire to return to their respective coun-
tries and to facilitate further discussion and settlement of certain other
practical matters now at issue between both sides”.

(4) You should seek agreement that the talks will be conducted in
an atmosphere of privacy and that no other than routine public state-
ments will be made regarding them, except as may be approved by both
sides or after prior notification by one side to the other. The approval
or notification from our side is to be authorized by the Department of
State. In the main, you will discourage publicity about, and exaggera-
tion of, the meeting.

(5) You may in your discretion meet socially with the CPR
representative.

(6) It is, of course, understood that the conversations upon which
you are to engage do not involve diplomatic recognition.

(7) Since the scope of your talks is “practical matters now at issue
between both sides”, i.e., the U.S. and the CPR, you will not discuss
issues which involve the rights of the Republic of China. If you are in
doubt as to the practical application of this instruction, you will seek
guidance from the Department of State.

(8) The U.S. is willing to talk about “other practical matters”
than the repatriation of civilians because we do not want to have

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/7-2955. Confidential. A handwrit-
ten notation at the bottom states the letter was handed to Johnson by Barnes on July 31.
A stamp on the document indicates it is “a true copy of the signed original.”
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unnecessary differences with anyone if these differences can be hon-
orably resolved.

(9) Direct talks have been preferred to carrying on discussions through
intermediaries. The reason is that there is more apt to be misunderstand-
ing when matters are dealt with through intermediaries; therefore, we
believe direct dealings should, in the first instance at least, be tried.

(10) The first agreed purpose of the meeting is already the subject of
bilateral talks, i.e., “settling the matter of repatriation of civilians who desire
to return to their respective countries”. You will seek immediate authori-
zation to U.S. civilians to return to the U.S. You may point out that so long
as American civilians are held under restraint on the mainland of China,
there is bound to be ill feeling in the U.S. We are not, however, willing to
promise political concessions to obtain their release. Only voluntary action
by the CPR would really serve to remove the widespread resentment now
felt in the U.S. because of the mistreatment by the CPR of U.S. citizens.

(11) You are authorized formally to assure the CPR representative
that the U.S. does not impose restraints upon Chinese civilians who
desire to return to the Mainland. The U.S. is prepared to authorize some
mutually agreeable government through its embassy in the U.S. to
assist Chinese students who desire to return to the China mainland and
to be a medium for the transmission of funds required for this purpose.

(12) One of the “other practical matters now at issue between both
sides” is the prisoners of war who were under the UN Command in
Korea, and as to whom an initiative has been taken by the United Nations.
The U.S. wishes to reinforce that initiative and you should raise this mat-
ter concurrently with the matter of the U.S. civilians. The considerations
above (paragraph 10) alluded to in reference to U.S. civilians apply with
equal or greater force with respect to the U.S. military, who are deemed
covered by the Korean Armistice agreement.

(13) You may; if and as you deem appropriate, mention that if U.S.
nationals, civilian and POW'’s, now held within China, are released that
might facilitate the U.S. voluntarily adopting a less restrictive policy as
to U.S. citizens going to the China mainland.

(14) As another of the “practical matters” which you should take up
at a later stage of the discussions is the matter of assuring instructions
which will prevent a repetition of such incidents as the shooting down of
the Cathay Pacific airliner with death and injury to U.S. citizens.

(15) You will also, at whatever times you deem appropriate,
emphasize the deep concern of the U.S. in getting assurance that the
CPR is prepared to renounce force to achieve its ambitions.

If the CPR representative contends that the use of force in the For-
mosa area is justifiable because this involves a domestic matter, i.e., the
unification of China, you may point out that the fact of a divided China
is not basically different from the fact of a divided Korea, Germany, and
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Vietnam. It could be argued in each of these cases that unification is
purely an internal matter. But in reality resort to force would endanger
international peace and security. The same applies to China. The U.S.
believes that the principle of non-recourse to force is valid not merely
for the U.S. and its allies, but for all.

(16) If the CPR questions the acceptance of the foregoing princi-
ple by the U.S. and its allies, you may in response point to the purely
defensive character of our arrangements with the Republic of China,
particularly exemplified in our 1954 Mutual Defense Treaty.

(17) If the CPR has practical matters at issue with the U.S. which
they would like to bring up, you are authorized to take note of what the
CPR representative has to say in this respect and report to me and await
appropriate instructions.

(18) You will seek to arrange your talks with the CPR representa-
tive so that you will be able to return from time to time to your regular
post at Prague, for I deem it important that the people of Czechoslo-
vakia should not feel that the U.S. is disinterested in their fate, the fact
being quite the contrary as the President has personally made clear
to you. If you should feel that you cannot adequately discharge your
responsibilities as Ambassador to Czechoslovakia and at the same time
discharge your present special mission, you will promptly inform me.

Sincerely yours,

John Foster Dulles

2. Telegram 312 to Geneva'

Washington, July 29, 1955, 7:01 p.m.

312. Essential Ambassador Johnson have full freedom telegraphic
communications with Department and interested posts during forth-
coming Chinese discussions. Following procedures will apply:

Telegrams will be numbered in regular consulate series without
external designator but carrying internal caption for or from Johnson.

Outgoing telegrams will be signed Gowen. This will not imply or
require consulate concurrence nor should any such telegrams receive
any distribution within consulate.

Dulles

1 Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/7-2955. Limited Official Use.
Drafted by Kreer (SS).
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3.  Telegram 227 from Geneva'

Geneva, July 31, 1955, 8 p.m.

227. From Johnson.

Extremely heavy press coverage at my arrival this afternoon. I
confined myself entirely to same statement made on departure from
Washington.

All press services and many principal correspondents here with
more arriving hourly. I am making clear all of them directly and
through ConGen press offices no news to be expected from me and
doing all possible play down, emphasizing these only talks between
two ambassadors. Hope Department will continue do all possible
help.

Wang gave press conference this morning and issued statement
which I presume available Dept through press services. Chinese are
exuding sweetness and light a la Soviets and appear making prepara-
tions heavy propaganda play. Anticipate I may have difficulty obtain-
ing Wang’s agreement closed nature meetings. However I intend
press hard on this if necessary adjourning tomorrow’s meeting on this
issue.

I have talked Pelt on phone and accepted his suggestion that I
visit Palais early tomorrow morning time press not usually around to
decide meeting room. He to suggest that Wang be there same time. If
Wang only sends rep [ will send Clough. Pelt assures me unpretentious
small secluded meeting room is available. I have privately emphasized
to American press correspondents entire lack any significance Palais
meeting place other than only suitable place available and was where
Wang and I last met. Plan to seek Wang’s agreement to 3 P.M. meeting
time and no photographers to be admitted but will not blow latter up
into any major issue.

In reply correspondent’s questions Chinese have said Wang came
directly from Warsaw to Geneva.

Gowen

ISource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/7-3155. Official Use Only.
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4.  Telegram 231 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 1, 1955, 1 p.m.

231. From Johnson.

Clough and Ekvall met with Chinese and Pelt this morning 9 A.M.
and agreed on office President Council for meeting room which is same
used meetings last year. Chinese suggested and we agreed to 4 P.M.
meeting time. Press inquiries have been informed time and place of
meeting but question photography still undecided at time this message.

I paid courtesy call on Pelt 10 A.M. this morning and he promised
full cooperation guard on meeting room, etc. Chinese have asked him
about press briefing room and facilities for issuance of communiques.
He replied that if any joint communiques issued he would at request
both sides extend facilities but would not (repeat not) act on behalf one
side. He made clear Chinese only UN role is renting meeting place.

I reiterated my desire cooperate with Hammarskjold on military
personnel. He said Hammarskjold would get in touch with me imme-
diately upon his arrival tomorrow afternoon.

Gowen

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-155. Official Use Only.

5.  Telegram 232 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 1, 1955, 4 p.m.

232. From Johnson.

Krishna Menon called at 2:30 this afternoon “privately to inform
me” that Nehru was informing Cooper that the 11 flyers were to be
released very shortly. Menon went great pains make it clear that this
due his efforts. Also said will be readily able reach agreement with
Wang on civilians on basis someone represent Chinese students in US.
Said Wang and Chou had both asked him remain in Geneva and was
fishing hard for me make similar request which of course I refused do.
Finally said would be glad come back if and when I asked him.

Will report long conversation more fully in subsequent telegram.

Gowen

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.05A241/8-155. Confidential; Priority.
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6.  Telegram 238 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 1, 1955, 8 p.m.

238. For Assistant Secretary McCardle From Gowen. Your 310.

Garnish has been made available to Johnson. Garnish reported
here only today.

Gowen

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-155. Confidential; No
Distribution.

7.  Telegram 239 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 1, 1955, 7 p.m.

239. From Johnson.

Held first meeting with Chinese 4 PM August 1. After agreed five
minutes of photography meeting opened and I asked Wang whether he
wished speak first. He accepted offer and read prepared statement gist
of which follows:

Chinese People’s Government announced July 31st that in accord-
ance Chinese legal procedure eleven Air Force personnel had been
freed and left Peiping same day. They due Hong Kong August 4. Wang
said his government hopes this action will have favorable effects on
present talks. He then quoted from agreed statement both governments
of July 25 and added he sincerely hoped talks would continue ease ten-
sion between US and China. Expressed conviction that with joint effort
it should be possible achieve this highly significant goal. Referring to
consular talks held during past year, he declared that although results
not entirely satisfactory he was sure I would agree that appreciation
should be expressed to consular representatives both sides for their
efforts. He said that so long as both sides adopt an attitude of concili-

ation it should not be difficult reach a solution of return of civilians of
both sides.

!Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93 /8-155. Official Use Only.
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He added that talks should not be confined to above question
because number of other issues exist between China and US.

Wang then proposed following agenda:
1. Return of civilians of both sides to their respective countries.
2. Other practical matters at issue between two sides.

Regarding second item he proposed each side might put forth
matters they desired discuss so that there might be free exchange of
views.

After few words of introduction, I expressed gratification at
release of flyers and agreed it would facilitate our discussions. I
said agenda proposed appeared in accordance with agreement
between our two governments and I had no objection to it. Not-
ing fact neither Wang nor I had brought stenographer I proposed
that in interest maintaining maximum informality this practice be
continued at future meetings. I also proposed that we do our best
conduct these talks in atmosphere of privacy. And that we agreed
neither of us will make any public statements or otherwise make
available to press any information whatever concerning these talks
except in agreement with each other or after prior notification to
each other.

Wang declared he welcomed spirit in which I spoke and added
that so long as both sides sincerely desire solve problems favorable
results could be achieved.

He stated it was advisable at first meeting discuss procedural
matters and that he was glad note there was no difference of opinion
regarding procedure. Since there was no objection regarding agenda
he proposed discussion of first item begin August 2 at 10 A.M.

Regarding question publicity, Wang said he agreed in principle
that information should only be released after mutual agreement. He
proposed that as first meeting was closely followed by world press and
statements would receive attention throughout world each side be free
release statement made at today’s meeting. At second meeting public-
ity question should be further discussed. He expressed pleasure at fact
that there was no disagreement on agenda and suggested that it also be
released to press.

Texts of agreed statement as well as my oral statement to press
through Consulate PAO by separate telegram.

Gowen
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8.  Telegram 240 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 1, 1955, 8 p.m.

240. From Johnson.

Details today’s meeting by separate telegram. However clear be
release military personnel CHICOMS have spectacularly grabbed prop-
aganda ball. World quickly forgets why these men detained and
CHICOMS get credit for magnanimous gesture. Menon’s visit to me also
well timed. As he was leaving office first telephone reports on release
were just coming in and in his own inimitable fashion without saying
anything definite managed leave impression with correspondents he
somehow responsible and that he discussed matter with me. I have
refused to admit to correspondents he even mentioned matter to me.

It also now seems probable CHICOMS are going to move fast and
early on civilians as they are playing for big game.

While they today accepted “in principle” my proposal for private
character meetings it was not possible for me refuse agree tell press
they had told me about release fliers or that we agreed on agenda which
was simply repetition July 25 public statement by two governments
although their purpose of showing great progress was clear.

I am going to have continuous difficulty on private nature meetings
but will fight this to best my ability. For example they may quickly agree
whatever proposal I make on representation under my present instruc-
tions and then wish make immediate announcement. I will in accordance
my instructions of course stall until I can consult Dept on any announce-
ment this kind but they are going do all possible make stalling difficult.

On such matters as their informing me release individual Ameri-
cans believe I must immediately release information here as they will
certainly do so one way or another.

While release fliers enables me maintain position can be no discus-
sion “other practical matters” until CHICOMS agree release all civil-
ians I feel we are very shortly going to be at this point. In addition to
points specifically mentioned my instructions I intend take up under
this heading 461 military personnel missing from Korean War and still
unaccounted for through MAC as well as 11 Navy and Coast Guard
personnel missing off Swatow.

However I may shortly be reaching point where I will have to intro-
duce “renunciation of force” by CPR and will desire make very careful
presentation this subject. We will prepare draft here for Dept’s approval
but in meanwhile would welcome any suggestions Dept may have.

Gowen

!Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-155. Secret.
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9.  Telegram 330 to Geneva'

Washington, August 1, 1955, 8:30 p.m.

330. For 8 a.m. Delivery to Ambassador Johnson.

Re your telephone report following first meeting, we are keenly
aware difficulty your position. We will endeavor to reduce correspond-
ents’ pressure on you at Secretary’s Press Conference tomorrow. We
suggest that you immediately hold backgrounder for American press, at
which you would put your mission in perspective and indicate nature,
scope and limitations of Geneva talks. You are authorized in your dis-
cretion to follow the general line of your instructions, without, of course,
identifying anything as comprising your instructions. Naturally you will
not divulge anything which would prejudice your bargaining position.

You should vigorously press Wang Ping-nan for explicit under-
standing that nothing on discussions will be released without mutual
agreement. For obvious reasons, caution advised in use trans-Atlantic
telephone.

Dulles

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-155. Confidential; Niact.
Drafted by McConaughy; cleared in substance by McCardle and Dulles.

10. Telegram 242 from Geneva'
Geneva, August 2, 1955, 3 p.m.

242. From Johnson.

Appreciate Deptel 330. As at today’s meeting Wang went whole way
in agreeing my yesterday’s proposal for private nature meetings I believe
it preferable wait see how he observes agreement before holding back-
grounder as it would quickly become known to him I had done so. If there
are any leaks out of CHICOMS I will immediately hold backgrounder.

He also agreed to my amplification of proposal at today’s meeting
that prior notice to each of intent to release information on meetings

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-255. Confidential; Priority.
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without agreement other should be reasonable in time, that is without
setting any definite period probably something in order of not less than
one or two days.

At today’s meeting I opened with presentation on American civil-
ians in China. He repeated former CHICOM position and made pre-
sentation on Chinese in US along familiar lines but mild in tone and
ended with proposal for mutual representation interests they nominat-
ing India in US. He gave me list of Americans in China which appears
include some names additional to those our lists. Complete report on
meeting follows.

Next meeting August 4, 10 A.M.
Gowen

Note: Advance copies to SSR and FE 11:05 A.M. 8/2/55 CWO/FED.

11. Telegram 243 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 2, 1955, 3 p.m.

243. From Johnson.

Following some additional highlights gleaned from Menon’s
remarks to me yesterday.

1. CHICOMS expect US concretely respond to gesture of flyer
release by relaxing trade embargo, that is bring US trade controls to
UN level. (Impossible say what extent this is message from CHICOMS
or may only represent Menon'’s opinion.) US goods going to Chinese
through UK, many new US autos Peiping, self-denial on our part
quixotic, etc.

2. CHICOMS had previously promised Menon to release 11 flyers
and were all prepared to do so but handling release of four had irritated
them in spite Menon’s warnings to US. What Secretary and President
had said at time of release was good but what said subsequently by
some had interfered. (I was not very clear to what he was referring
by subsequent developments but there was some suggestion that giv-
ing public credit to UN was involved.) Protestations ad nauseum by

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-255. Secret.
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Menon he had carefully refrained from claiming any credit; important
point was only how he and India could quietly help etc.

3. GOI (Menon’s) work at Bandung etc. had made possible holding
present talks.

4. Cease fire agreement possible on basis evacuation Quemoy and
Matsu.

5. CHICOMS anxious for agreement with US but also must con-
sider Chinese “public opinion”.

6. Not fair to say CHICOM position is they will fight obtain
demands if not successful in obtaining them by negotiation. Also in
Chinese eyes question guns 7th Fleet pointing at them. Important point
(according Menon) is they willing negotiate and important get negoti-
ations going. (In context he was obviously pointing to Foreign Minister
meeting.)

7. CHICOM revolutionary phase now finished and they are no lon-
ger “hanging people”.

CHICOM different from Soviet Union or satellites. Political par-
ties with views different from commies tolerated and are not just
commie stooges. Many former ChiNat officers successful in Chicom
Army. CHICOM attitude toward Formosa “very liberal” and (accord-
ing Menon) not many years until Chiang will be a “Governor General”
of Formosa. Chiang entirely discredited on mainland and no serious
opposition to commies.

8. Without directly referring travel relatives prisoners Menon
raised desire CHICOMS receive American visitors, cultural exchanges
etc.

I made no response except where it was possible do so without
giving away my hand as I was convinced he was going to run and tell
Wang anything I said. However I bore down heavily on renunciation of
force by CHICOMS and gave him copy Secretary’s July 26 press confer-
ence statement with recommendation he carefully read it.

Menon called again this morning to say goodbye. He had seen
Wang last night and said Wang was anticipating these talks will not last
more than one week if “Americans are sincere”. Wang will raise trade
embargo and few other matters but does not intend get down much
serious business on “other questions”. All this to be left for ForMin's
meeting. Chinese realize probably cannot take place for some time but
want agreement in principle and definite settlement date. Will more
fully report this morning’s talk in later telegram.

Gowen
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12.  Telegram 244 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 2, 1955, noon

244. From Johnson.

Second meeting with Chinese held August 2, 10 A.M. I led off with
statement on Americans detained in China. I expressed deep concern of
American people at continued detention of civilians pointing out many
imprisoned over four years and others under house arrest or denied exit
permits. I said despite my government’s efforts through various chan-
nels and direct talks initiated by Wang and me last year and continued
at consular level results have not been entirely satisfactory as Wang him-
self stated yesterday. At least 36 American civilians still detained in China
mostly in prison. I emphasized this causes continued deep concern to
American people and inevitably heavily influences attitude of American
people and government toward Wang’s government. I handed Wang list
of 36 American civilians. I continued that although gratified at release
11 rpt 11 Air Force personnel I must in all frankness stress that only release
of all Americans both civilian and military detained by Wang’s govern-
ment would serve dispel ill feeling existing in US over this issue and bring
about atmosphere permitting fruitful discussion other practical matters. I
then told Wang I was aware his government’s interest in discussing ques-
tion of some Chinese civilians in US. Said I would be glad hear his views.

Wang replied he had noted my statement, that he would answer
some questions raised there this morning and others later. Then pro-
ceeded read prepared statement qte status of American nationals from
our viewpoint ungte as follows:

American nationals treated like all other aliens in China and
accorded protection so long as they respect Chinese law.

If they breach Chinese law treated as law provides.

Wang said his government had been informing US from time to
time of status Americans in China and was now rpt now willing advise
US once again of status of Americans and measures they intended to take
out of special consideration. Classified Americans in four categories:

1. 42 ordinary Americans. This includes those who had applied to
leave China and those who had not. Those under this category may
apply and leave any time provided they not involved in unfinished

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-255. Confidential. Attached is
a message stating that the date of telegram 244, “received as August 2, midnight should
be corrected to read August 2, noon.”
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cases. Chinese Government is now rpt now reviewing cases those who
applied and will advise results later.

2. 27 American civilians who have committed crimes. Persons
this category always leniently treated considering crimes committed
and their behaviour. Those with good behaviour may be granted early
release. Out of humanitarian considerations Chinese Government will
allow relatives these persons visit them. Chinese Government individ-
ually reviewing all cases and will advise later regarding each.

3. 16 American captured personnel of Korean War who refused
repatriation. These may leave at any time according own will. Only
recently three captured personnel of Korean War have returned US.
Persons this category will be granted permits promptly on request and
relatives may visit if desire.

4. American military personnel who have committed crimes.
Besides 15 such persons already released at different times only two
remain. Their crimes made known in past and US Government knows
what they are. Relatives these persons will be permitted visit if desire.

At my request Wang handed me lists persons mentioned above.
Comment on lists by separate tel.

Wang then took up question Chinese nationals in US. Said great
majority these have families on China mainland. For long time due
American Government restrictions and practical difficulties these
nationals unable freely return home join families. This is pressing ques-
tion demanding solution, one which Chinese Government always con-
cerned about.

Wang continued both sides had concretely discussed question
freedom Chinese nationals including students at Geneva during past
year. On four occasions US had informed his government of Chinese
leaving US. Of 27 such persons mentioned on first three occasions,
six have still not returned to China. On fourth occasion, April 8, 1955,
US representative stated 76 Chinese permitted leave but no name list
given so impossible verify whether they have returned. There have
not been necessary improvements in return of nationals including
students from US. Wang said might as well point out that when his
side issued exit permits to 27 Americans they always prompt and con-
crete in informing US.

Wang stated they recently informed that US Immigration Service
notified many students they must leave US not later than September
sixth and that those failing depart by that date were advised apply for
permanent residence under Refugee Relief Act of 1953. Short time limit
confronted Chinese with many practical problems. As result many may
not be able leave in time and no choice but apply for permanent resi-
dence which will increase difficulties their return to mainland.
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Wang declared both our governments deeply concerned over fate
nationals. On basis mutual conciliation and mutual respect both sides
share desire safeguard interest of nationals in other country including
right return home. In order that nationals each side who desire return
may receive attention Chinese propose:

1. Each side advise other status latter’s nationals residing their
territory in same way Wang had just done re US nationals in China.
Expressed hope name list would include all Chinese nationals in US
including students.

2. US revoke all prohibitions and measures preventing departure
Chinese including time limit which adds to difficulty their return.

3. US supply Chinese with name list 76 persons granted exit per-
mits as reported April 8, 1955.

4. China and US each entrust third country of own choice take
charge affairs of nationals each country, first of all, question their return.
Chinese Government proposes India.

Wang expressed hope we would give his proposals due
consideration.

I replied I wanted study his proposals carefully and would give
him detailed reply later. In meantime however I wanted to state that
concern his government regarding Chinese students in US appears
largely on misunderstanding of true situation. I said I was authorized
formally assure him US imposing no restraints on Chinese civilians in
US desiring proceed territory under control his government. I repeated
that I could formally and categorically say to him that no Chinese stu-
dent was being prevented from leaving US. I asked if he knew any Chi-
nese student prevented from departing he let me know and I would
have case investigated at once. I expressed hope in such event he would
give me as much data as possible on each case just as  had done regard-
ing cases of Americans detained in China.

Wang replied he would carefully study all I had said and reply
at later meeting. He then proposed that since discussions had entered
concrete stage meetings be held as a rule only every other day unless
special reasons demanded more or less frequent meetings. I agreed to
this proposal.

Referring to my proposal not to release information to press with-
out prior agreement Wang said he had given matter careful study and
agreed in principle. Said if any statement considered necessary by
either side agreement should be reached with other or prior notification
given. In this way discussions could be completely frank and informal.

I told Wang I pleased he agreed with me that adoption this pro-
cedure would contribute to frankness and informality of discussions.
I suggested that any prior notification give reasonable time say one or
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two days although I did not believe it necessary specify exact limit.
Wang concurred in this.

Wang then proposed we inform press we had discussed first item of
agenda and that next meeting to be held August 4, 10 A.M. I agreed pro-
posing we say nothing else concerning meeting to which Wang agreed.

I said I presumed Wang would concur that both governments
should share equally cost of meeting room. Wang said that was reason-
able arrangement and he felt cost unimportant compared with results
talks might achieve.

As business concluded and we arose leave I told him Mr. Martin
whom he would undoubtedly recall would be joining us at next meet-
ing. He then said in not unpleasant fashion that I would probably recall
Mr. Li his interpreter at meetings at Geneva last year. He had been
“murdered by agents of Kuomintang bandits” who sabotaged plane on
which he flying Bandung. I expressed regret.

Gowen

13. Telegram 246 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 2, 1955, 5 p.m.

246. From Johnson.

Further my conversation with Menon this morning.

He again pushed question relaxation trade restrictions qte or some
other such gesture unqte but I received impression this may be some-
what more his own idea than that of CHICOMS and that he may also be
pushing it with them. Talked about Wang and I arriving at agreement
gte in principle ungqte in this, details to be left to lower level officers—
possibly Consuls Generals in Moscow, Delhi or London. London would
be good as CHICOM Consul General there good man. Geneva poor
place as CHICOM Consul General here poor negotiator.

Much talk about importance agreement on ForMin meeting,
CHICOM desire eventual formal recognition as qte this will add
greatly to their prestige unqte, again talk about coastal islands qte
which are held by Nationalists only by virtue US support unqte, my

LSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-255. Secret.
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information situation quite not correct as Nationalists are carrying
out raids most recently in July and this obviously difficult situation
for CHICOMS etc.

CHICOMS interested in internal development and do not want
war. Are making great strides, while still behind India work together
much better and with more enthusiasm than Indians and before long
will pass India. CHICOMS do not like present great dependence on
Soviets and want diversify trade to West including US.

Also much talk about not important whether public knew role he
and India had played in release Air Force personnel and other devel-
opments; qte he and I unqte and China, US and India knew. That was
all that counted. India entirely disinterested this aspect, only interest
was in helping where they could and when they were wanted. Fully
appreciated domestic political and public opinion problems faced by
Secretary and President. However he had been received in US qte much
better unqte this last trip than previously.

He was still fishing hard for invitation stay in Geneva while drop-
ping inconsequential tidbits of his conversation yesterday evening with
Wang. He was apparently hoping I had since yesterday asked for and
obtained authority from Washington to ask him to stay.

Dept fully aware Menon’s conversational style and difficulty pin-
ning down his exact meaning. I also deliberately refrained from much
questioning as I did not desire get drawn into discussion as he was
carefully probing for anything he could carry back to Chinese. How-
ever I believe foregoing and previous tels represent substantially accu-
rate account.

I did keep coming back CHICOM renunciation use of force but
without any immediately apparent constructive result. I did let him
know I was planning request some explanation from CHICOMS for
461 personnel still missing from Korean War as well as 11 Navy and
Coast Guard personnel missing off Swatow. I went into some detail
regarding our efforts this regard MAC and elsewhere. He suggested
some agreement send someone China investigate. I said this was not
problem—obviously if any other Americans held in China no investi-
gator was going to find them. Only CHICOMS knew whether any these
men alive their hands and question was CHICOM good faith in giving
us honest and reasonable answer. In reply my flat question he said he
did not believe any were alive in CHICOM hands as he could not see
any political advantage to CHICOMS in holding them without letting
us know they had them. (I think he is right on this.)

I also gave him fairly detailed account CHICOM treatment our
Consulates and Embassy in China during period CHICOM take-over
taking line in light customary practice during such periods particularly
in China as well as elsewhere CHICOMS qte had refused recognize US
ungte rather than other way around and had made it impossible US



1955 17

pursue any other policy even if it had desired to do so. This seemed to
be new information to him.

I have refused say anything to any correspondents on Menon’s
visits.

Because length have not repeated these tels to Cooper but presume
Dept will pass as considered desirable.

Gowen

14. Telegram 248 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 2, 1955, 8 p.m.

248. From Johnson.

Before departure today Menon fed some correspondents story his
mission here accomplished in selling both sides India as “intermedi-
ary” in exchange nationals, civilian question now settled and talks
will be over before end of week with agreement reached on FonMin
conference. I have done best deprecate story with few selected cor-
respondents I have been able see but fear it will nevertheless receive
considerable play.

Gowen

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-255. Confidential.

15. Telegram 249 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 2, 1955, 8 p.m.
249. From Johnson.

This morning CHICOM Ambassador Berlin told same source
mentioned Mytel 226 that American civilians under arrest in China

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-255. Confidential.
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now being collected near Peiping in anticipation early repatria-
tion; that CHICOMS are going propose bilateral agreement with
US to renounce use force settlement any “international” questions;
CHICOMS willing agree not use force against Formosa if can obtain
possession Matsu and Quemoy and US recognizes CHICOM “peace-
ful claim” to Formosa; CHICOMS will not agree any internationaliza-
tion Fomosa; and Wang is going press me for early FonMin conference
preferably September at which all outstanding issues would be dis-
cussed. Also last week CHICOMS delivered strong note to Soviets
expressing “disapproval” of failure Soviets press Far Eastern matters
harder at conference.

CHICOMS very “irked” with Soviets at this.

Gowen

16.  Telegram 250 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 2, 1955, 8 p.m.

250. Some correspondents have learned from CHICOM newspa-
per sources CHICOMS gave me “lists” at this morning’s meeting and
will be carrying stories this effect. I have closely questioned them and
appears leak probably occurred before Wang had returned from meet-
ing. Correspondents say CHICOM group including press spokesman
thus far scrupulously observing secrecy agreement. I have assured
correspondents if CHICOMS do not observe I will give them back-
grounder. They seem satisfied if not happy.

Gowen

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-255. Official Use Only.
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17.  Telegram 255 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 2, 1955, 7 p.m.

255. From Johnson.

List of Americans handed me by Wang August 2 headed “name list
of all Americans in China”. Gives names both English and Chinese and
city of residence.

Category (A) totalling 42 names and headed “Ordinary Amer-
ican nationals” includes ten of 13 listed under tab (B) in document
“brief biographical sketches of Americans detained in China,” dated
July 29. List omits Bradshaw, Huizer and Lai Mee Sen. In addition
includes Walsh, James Edward; Kelley, William; Henkel, Louis A.;
Henkel, Mrs. Louis A.; Erwin, Engst; Hinton, Joan Chase; Hodes,
Robert; Hodes, Jane; Hodes, Billy; Hodes, Nancy; Hodes, Peter;
Chaidien, Eleanor; Snek, Hinton Bertha; Hinton, Caymelita; Gerlach,
Talitha Agnes; Ilo rpt Lo, Ruth Earnshaw; Pu, Lucille Steward; Yap,
Marcelia Vance; Shapiro, Sudney; Rittenberg, S.; Winter, Robert; Tan-
nebaum, Gerald; Kemp, Donald Murray; Cheng, Dorothy Fischer;
Liu, Bertha Jee; Wu, Elma Keen; Liu, Grace Divine; Lau, Laura Louise;
Chandler, Elizabeth Mildred; Su, Sophie; Liang, Chuan-Ling; Wilcox,
Vella M. List does not indicate which persons have applied for exit
permits.

Category (B) totalling 27 names and headed “American civilians
who have committed crimes” includes 23 of 25 listed under tab A-1
referenced document. Omits Downey and Fecteau. Also includes the
three listed under tab A-2 and Mrs. Bradshaw.

Category (C) totalling 16 and headed “Former American captured
personnel in the Korean War who refused repatriation” contains fol-
lowing names: Adams; Gordon; Dunn; Fortuna; Hawkins; Sullivan;
Webb; White; Wilson; Wills; Adams; Skinner; Pate; Rush; Tenneson;
Veneris.

Category (D) totalling two and headed “American military per-
sonnel who have committed crimes” lists Downey and Fecteau.

Gowen

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-255. Official Use Only.
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18.  Telegram 341 to Geneva'

Washington, August 2, 1955, 4:17 p.m.

341. For Johnson.

1. AFP Taipei reports National Government August 2 made clear
“its resolution to withdraw immediately” from UN in event Chinese
Communists admitted.

2. Ch’en Ch’eng July 29 announced resignation Sun Li-jen as Chief
Military Aide to President Chiang Kai-shek because of “fault of impli-
cation in recent case of sedition.” Board headed by Ch’en will investi-
gate case.

3. Communist China and Nepal have signed agreement to estab-
lish diplomatic relations. Chinese Communist ambassador New Delhi
to be accredited Katmandu, presumably on Nehru's urgings.

4. Registration of foreigners in Hanoi began last week July with
DRV showing clear intent harass and annoy. Objection to use of
Consular titles by US personnel and many petty objections raised in
completion of forms. At week’s end attitude shifted to near politeness
and forms accepted. Consul unsure whether change indicates real
change in behavior toward Westerners, effort to expedite registration
with further difficulties postponed until data studied, or calculated
alternation between cajolery and admonition.

Dulles

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-255. Secret. Drafted by
Jacobson (DRF); cleared in substance in CA.

19. Telegram 257 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 3, 1955, 3 p.m.

257. From Johnson.

Had Hammarskjold to dinner last night. He had called on Wang
earlier in afternoon to ask him transmit reply to Chou’s message
informing him release flyers text of which he showed me and which

YSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-355. Confidential.
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Cordier has been requested transmit Lodge. Cordier will also give
Lodge copy reply which he also showed me. He interprets Chou’s mes-
sage as encouraging effort keep UN channel open. He is also obviously
and understandably still very sensitive on Menon role.

He gave me detailed account all his efforts particularly his con-
versations with Chou on Downey and Fecteau. This very helpful to me
although I do not believe any information was brought out not already
known to Department.

I outlined to him present state my negotiations with Wang and
consulted with him on my plans for handling question other missing
military personnel. Told him my present thinking was when “other
practical questions” reached to hand Wang list 461 missing military
personnel outlining history list and asking CHICOMS whether any
persons listed were in territory under control CHICOMS pressing as
necessary for definite answer.

He expressed full approval and requested I inform Secretary that
in reply Secretary’s message on coordination our efforts he planned
take no further action pending outcome my efforts here. At that time
he would decide what further action take not only with regard missing
American personnel but those of other nationalities.

He will be here until August 8 and I promised keep in touch with
him.

Gowen

20. Telegram 358 to Geneva'

Washington, August 3, 1955, 6:07 p.m.

358. For Ambassador Johnson.

1. Reuters Taipei states Nat Legislative Yuan members August
decided cable protest to President Eisenhower against Geneva talks.
George Yeh assured legislators US policy toward China unchanged. AP
report adds Yeh informed Foreign Affairs Committee China would not
recognize any Geneva decision affecting its interests.

!Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-355. Secret. Drafted by Jacob-
son; cleared in substance in CA and IAD.
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2. Recent report on Americans in China, which you may use at your
discretion, claims mid-June 1955: (a) Ralph S. Boyd had applied exit
visa but without success possibly because Chinese Communists have
claims against company; (b) Marcella and Peter Huizer in poor health;
Chinese Communist claims against China Portland Cement Co of US
$400,000 unsettled; (c) Dilmus Kanady in jail on espionage charge; (d)
octogenarian Robert H. Parker bedridden with heart ailment; () Hugh
Redmond not heard from since early 1954; reported executed by Shang-
hai press; and (f) exit of Howard Ricks and wife held up pending settle-
ment of claims against firm.

3. Burmese Prime Minister U Nu in press conference 27th wel-
comed US CPR talks, endorsed Senator George’s suggestion talks at
FONMIN level next step. U Nu counseled patience and disregard for
prestige considerations. August 1 issue Rangoon daily Nation quotes
government sources (Embassy identifies as U Nu’s personal secretary
U Thant) to effect GUB welcomes Chou En-lai proposal for Pacific pact
including US. Article asserts U Nu and Nehru in correspondence to
bring about ChiCom-ChiNat talks, hopeful of success. Other sources
report U Nu’s willingness go Taipei personally if can be arranged in
non-official capacity.

Dulles

21. Telegram 359 to Geneva'

Washington, August 3, 1955, 7:10 p.m.

359. For Johnson.

Reference your list of 36 American civilian detainees handed to
Wang. We believe as your talks constitute new stage of discussions
regarding Americans detained Communist China you should present
Wang with full list all Americans we believe being prevented from
leaving mainland including Mrs. Huizer, two Romanoffs and Mrs.
Bradshaw. Bishop James Edward Walsh authorized by his Maryknoll
Mission superior here to leave.

You should transmit to Wang these four names to supplement
your lists of Americans being detained and add note that superiors of

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.95A251/8-355. Confidential; Niact.
Drafted by McConaughy and Forman.
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Bishop Walsh have now authorized him to leave. If you have definite
reason for not submitting this supplementary list, inform Department.

Case of Lai Mee-sen and other Americans of Chinese race under
consideration by Department to determine whether your intervention
on their behalf at this time might endanger them.

Dulles

22. Telegram 360 to Geneva'

Washington, August 3, 1955, 7:50 p.m.

360. For Johnson. Your 244 section 2 and Deptel 349.

Chicom points one and four obviously require some time for study.
As to these two points, the pace should not RPT not be forced. You
might suggest they be deferred until after brief recess. This would
enable you in your discretion make quick visit your post. In meantime
points will be receiving full consideration here.

Point two met by our blanket statement as to non-interference with
departure of Chinese which you have been authorized to make and by
first sentence second para our 349. Point three met by our telegram 347.

It seems to us that, given full satisfaction we have afforded on
points two and three, you are in strong position to press insistently for
release forthwith of all Americans. Hope you will be able make Wang
feel that next move up to his Government and that only immediate
all-inclusive action on US nationals will meet obligation resting on his
Government in existing circumstances.

FYI we are considering with top people of Immigration and Nat-
uralization Service certain problems which may arise as to Chinese
aliens of various categories resident in US.

Dulles

LSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-255. Secret; Niact. Drafted by
McConaughy; cleared by Dulles.
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23. Telegram 310 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 4, 1955, 1 p.m.

310. From Johnson. Highlights third meeting follow:

Handed Wang list five names suggested Deptel 359. Made brief
comments their list Americans pointing out inter alia Downey and
Fecteau civilians not military (Wang subsequently explained listing
Downey and Fecteau referred to nature their “crimes” which military).
I then discussed Wang's 4 proposals of last meeting. Re first said seems
go beyond terms reference talks, also involves thousands names. Need
further time consider. Re second and third proposals handed Wang list
76 names, reiterated assurance all restrictions lifted on return Chinese
to mainland, explained no general deadline for departure students but
cases dealt with individually and postponements departure granted
for good cause. Re fourth proposal said could not yet give reply. Con-
cluded by contrasting present freedom Chinese in US depart and con-
tinued detention 40 odd US citizens China.

After 10 minute recess requested by Wang, he again asked com-
plete list Chinese nationals in US, denying this request exceeded terms
reference; welcomed receipt list 76 but expressed dissatisfaction lack
of info on all Chinese in US, similar that given us on all Americans
China; reiterated familiar contention only US citizens detained China
guilty crimes who dealt with by law, therefore no basis US ill feeling.
Also made statement on alleged causes “Chinese ill feeling” toward
US. Said will examine individual cases Americans and prepared accord
lenient treatment. Welcomed US willingness take time consider his
fourth proposal.

I replied briefly Wang’s remarks reserving right reply more fully
next meeting which I suggested be postponed to August 8. Wang read-
ily agreed, exhibiting no anxiety force pace talks. Wang stressed his
compliance our agreement re press, saying Chinese hoped meetings
would settle matters under discussion not become propaganda forum.
I affirmed our full adherence press agreement.

Gowen

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.95A251/8-455. Confidential;
Priority.
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24. Telegram 314 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 4, 1955, 5 p.m.

314. From Johnson. Deptel 360.

Fully appreciate Dept’s desire not force pace but feel it also import-
ant that we avoid giving any impression to CHICOMS or public that
we are dragging feet on getting Americans out of China. Press would be
quick exploit in face Chou’s statement ability readily resolve this prob-
lem and rumors started by Menon which have received wide currency
that problem would be resolved at latest by end this week. In light these
considerations which I have been trying keep in balance I did not con-
sider it desirable at today’s meeting to propose recess beyond Monday.
By same token I am certain there would be adverse reaction among
correspondents here which CHICOMS would be quick exploit if I were
to make trip to Prague at this particular stage.

I am convinced that CHICOMS do not seriously expect obtain
point one Wang’s August 2 proposal and should not be led to belief
there is any possibility success although they will continue using it
to strengthen their case for point 4. I had therefore planned at today’s
meeting flatly to turn it down as outside agreed scope talks. In order
not give them too much encouragement on this point and carry out
instructions Deptel 360 I did say while not in position reply it seemed
to be outside scope our discussion.

I am satisfied something in field of point four of Wang’s proposal
is Chou’s minimum price for release remaining Americans. Under best
circumstances I do not now feel any mass release is to be expected and
fear most difficulty will be encountered over Downey and Fecteau with
difficulties also over those being denied exit permits pending settle-
ment financial “claims”.

I feel we are not going to get them move very far on Americans
until we give them some indication on point four. On other hand I have
feared that if we agreed on something along lines point four their tactic
would be to attempt to claim that question of civilians now resolved at
our level and “details” should be left to representing countries.

Therefore tactic which I had planned prior to receipt Deptel 360
was to put forward in informal conversational style a representation
proposal in strict accordance with my instructions as something I was
willing recommend my government’s consideration but didn’t feel I
could do so until they had come further on Americans in China. My

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-455. Secret.
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hope was that without necessarily freezing on any particular position
or bargaining point four for Americans I could get myself in position
to keep representation cheese dangling in front of them in return for
performance on Americans while also avoiding danger their claim-
ing settlement civilians accomplished when agreement reached on
representation.

I continue feel this is best tactic and should be carried out at Mon-
day’s meeting although in view passage time would now present in
form of something tentatively being considered by my government.

Gowen

Note: Advance copy to Mr. Waddell (FE) 3.30 pm 8/4/55 CWO/FED

25. Telegram 315 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 4, 1955, 7 p.m.

315. From Johnson.

At third meeting 10 a.m. August 4 I handed Wang supplementary
list 5 Americans as instructed Deptel 359 describing them as persons
we had “some reason” to believe were being prevented from leaving
China. With respect to list of 36 previously given Wang I had indicated
we had firm knowledge all these people desired leave China.

I next pointed out Wang had listed Gordon, Joyce and Hyde as
“persons who had committed crimes”. Noting Chinese representative
had told ConGen last June they were not in prison but being investi-
gated I inquired whether they now in prison.

I said we understood Mrs. Bradshaw released from prison and
asked why she was listed under category (B) Wang's list. I also pointed
out Downey and Fecteau, whom Wang had listed as military personnel
were actually civilians and should have been listed among imprisoned
civilians.

Referring to Wang’s first proposal previous meeting I stated it
appears go beyond terms of reference envisioned by two governments
when talks agreed upon. Reminded him talks were to consider “repa-
triation civilians who desire return their respective countries”. Pointed

YSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.95A251/8-455. Confidential.
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out also Chinese nationals in US number thousands and added US
Government required further time to consider.

I then referred to Wang’s second and third proposals and handed
him list of 76 Chinese students. I told him his reference to “exit per-
mit” in connection with 76 students was inaccurate since no exit per-
mit required of aliens desiring depart US. I then carefully summarized
in some details US immigration procedure, emphasizing absence exit
permit system and explaining that US Government neither preventing
Chinese from leaving nor unreasonably forcing them to leave.

I informed Wang I not in position reply regarding fourth proposal
which required further careful study. I added that as I already pointed
out as result of rescinding by US Government all preventive departure
orders previously issued against Chinese civilians there was not to
best of my government’s knowledge any Chinese civilian in US whose
departure for China was being prevented. However I continued “we
both know of the American civilians in your country whose departure
is being prevented by reason of their imprisonment or otherwise”. I
said I was therefore awaiting the specific information regarding meas-
ures which Wang had said at last meeting his government intended
take with respect Americans.

I then asked Wang for names of 6 Chinese he referred to last meeting
as nothaving returned China, saying I would have their cases investigated.

At this point Chinese requested 10 minutes recess.

Wang commenced stating he wished clarify a few points. Regard-
ing classification Americans on his list, said Gordon, Hyde and Joyce
had committed crimes but not now in prison. Said Mrs. Bradshaw had
been in prison but now out on bail. Regarding Downey and Fecteau
said their crimes already publicly made known and unnecessary go
into here.

I interjected that my question referred not to crimes but to their
classification as civilians. Wang replied they “classified according char-
acter of their crimes which were military in nature and not according
their personal status”.

Wang then handed me 6 Chinese names I had requested which I
said we would investigate. Names by separate tel.

Wang then said I had stated his first proposal beyond scope item
one of agenda. Since this item dealt with return civilians both sides it
entitled US to request complete list Americans in China, similarly enti-
tled Wang request complete list Chinese in US. He was glad know US
Government willing take further time consider this proposal.

Problem now facing us Wang continued is problem return civil-
ians both sides to respective countries. Both sides should make same
arrangements in order arrive at reasonable settlement. Regarding
Americans in China he had already submitted complete list including
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place residence as well as classification of individual. Requested US
side respond this action by providing complete list Chinese nationals
in US, including students whose families on Chinese mainland, and
giving whereabouts each individual.

Wang said persons on list of 36 given him August 2 all included
in list American nationals in China he had provided, including those
guilty and not guilty of crimes. Those guilty must be treated under Chi-
nese law just as Chinese nationals residing US should be subject US
law. He had already made clear position Chinese Government regard-
ing treatment Americans in China and told me he would inform me
later results of review of cases.

Wang went on to say at August 2 meeting I had demanded com-
plete release all Americans in China. This not compatible with factual
situation and his side could not comply. There was no question con-
cerning release those Americans in China who never committed crime.
Those found guilty of crimes must be treated under Chinese legal pro-
cedure. Their cases not simply matter of releasing or not releasing. As
he had indicated his government would take lenient measures toward
these. His government would individually review each case and advise
results later.

I broke in to inquire if he could estimate how long it might take
make this review. Wang replied noncommittally that it would depend
on time required by responsible authorities to make review.

Wang then declared reading from prepared statement he would
like to make a few remarks on ill feeling American people toward
China. Detailed account of status Americans in China as well as of pol-
icy his govt was given me at last meeting. If this could have been made
known to American people in its entirety ill feeling never would have
arisen. Regarding handful of Americans who violated Chinese law,
every sovereign country is entitled take action against such persons.
Out of humanitarian considerations, Chinese Government willing give
lenient consideration cases by further review and also willing that rel-
atives visit prisoners. This all the more proves that treatment given
Americans by his govt is “fair and friendly”.

He considered “alleged ill feeling of Americans” intimated by
me “devoid of factual basis”. On other hand things causing ill feeling
among Chinese people toward American Government beyond enumer-
ation. Take subject Chinese nationals, particularly return Chinese stu-
dents, without mentioning other remote subjects. Chinese people very
dissatisfied. It is violation humanitarian principles for government
prevent by government order innocent person return home for inter-
course and reunion with family. Might as well cite an incident which
greatly irritated Chinese people. More than 14,000 personnel of Chinese
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People’s Volunteers in Korea were not permitted listen to explanations
but forcibly removed to Taiwan to become “cannon fodder for Chiang
Kai-shek brigands”. Their families on mainland unable effect their
return. Wang said he had heard both Martin and I were in Korea at time
Korean armistice and knew this case well therefore unnecessary say
more. He did want to add that this is still pending case which enrages
Chinese people. He could mention others similar character. However,
considering atmosphere present talks perhaps not necessary enumerate
more. It was only because I had mentioned alleged ill feeling in US he
thought it might be useful explain how Chinese people feel toward US
Government.

Wang then started reading from another long prepared statement
which opened by stating I had made repeated references to Chinese
students in US and had said that US Govt had never exercised any
restraint on them.

Iinterrupted to state that was not what I had said. This morning I
had again said that there had been restraints against some few Chinese
students but that these had been removed and forcefully reiterated my
previous statement no Chinese being prevented depart.

Wang completely nonplussed at this point and fumbled through
prepared statement seeking a reply. Only after full four or five minutes
was he able continue.

Changing his approach Wang declared he welcomed statement
by me that restraints on Chinese rescinded. However this statement
only very “general” to effect Chinese not restrained from returning
their country. In the first place, US Govt failed provide complete list
including names and addresses so it impossible check which actually
desired return. It was not only impossible Chinese Govt communicate
these people but also impossible families communicate with them and
transmit funds. Secretary Dulles in press conference August 2 admitted
he could not answer question whether Chinese have financial difficul-
ties and could not pay their travel. This is sharp contrast with Premier
Chou’s statement regarding American nationals July 30. “Our nationals
in US are confronted by great difficulties”. Consequently appropriate
solution of return civilians both sides must be sought which beneficial
both parties not one unilaterally. Otherwise apparently “unfair” solu-
tion would not be understood by people of world and Chinese peo-
ple could not accept. It precisely for this reason that he had proposed
China and US each name third country to handle affairs of nationals
of each in territory of other, in first place, return of nationals to respec-
tive countries: Wang welcomed statement that US willing take further
time consider this proposition. Also expressed appreciation receipt list
76 students.
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I replied expressing regret Wang felt it necessary discuss matters
outside terms of reference this meeting. Said I spoke to him of ill feel-
ing people in US, as I knew it, arising from issue we now discussing.
I added I did not intend engage in controversy, just wanted frankly
explain to him factual situation.

Referring to Wang’s remark that my statement on freedom Chi-
nese depart as being “general”, I said if general it was because it was
broad, categorical and without exception. I said I was unclear what
Wang meant by an unfair solution. I said there had been restraints on
some Chinese and these no longer exist. Told him again if he knew of
exception would be glad investigate. Also pointed out all Chinese in US
have complete freedom communicate, nothing prevents their writing
parents in China or communicating any way they desire. I informed
him that for long period US Govt had directly aided Chinese in US to
pay travel to mainland China. Where students did not have money US
Govt has helped by paying all or part of travel expenses. From April 1,
1949 to June 30, 1951 637 students assisted by US Govt to go mainland
China via Hong Kong. From July 1, 1951 to December 31, 1954 figure
was 109. From January 1, 1955 to June 30, 1955; total 767. I emphasized
this not total of those returning mainland China, just those given finan-
cial assistance by US Government.

I dwelt on strong contrast present time between situation Chinese
in US and Americans in China and found it hard to understand why he
described it as unfair to China. As I had said previously, no Chinese to
best knowledge my government being prevented departing. Whatever
reasons may be this contrasts considerably with situation in China of
those Americans on list given Wang. Added I hoped Wang accepted
these remarks in spirit in which given.

Wang replied on their part they respect present talks with all sin-
cerity. They willing settle questions. That is why he did not want make
any statement irritating to American people nor hear any statement
which would irritate Chinese people. He did not want to bring up old
debates at conference table. He had thought it useful make few remarks
referring to ill feeling of American people. Also glad to note I not desir-
ous any more debate this subject. This also our desire Wang said. He
concluded that he would make few comments on Chinese students in
US at next meeting.

I then proposed since we both had work to do to make next meet-
ing more fruitful that we postpone our sessions until Monday at 10 a.m.
Regarding press, I suggested following press agreement and that con-
cerning day’s meeting we give only subject discussed and time next
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meeting. Wang agreed adding “we keep our part. If we agree to say two
sentences we never say two and a half”.

I'said to Wang he no doubt as disturbed as I at some of press stories
which we both knew to be inaccurate and which could not have come
from either of us. I added we could only surmise what source was.
Wang announced “we are always faithful in keeping agreements. We
are working to settle questions not making propaganda”.

Gowen

26. Telegram 368 to Geneva'

Washington, August 4, 1955, 5:14 p.m.

368. For Ambassador Johnson.

Preliminary G-2 study August 2 estimates Chinese Communists
have present capability utilizing air superiority over Nationalists in
Taiwan Straits to: (1) participate in joint operations to seize and hold
offshore islands; and (2) destroying Nationalist Air Force in all-out
air war in which US did not intervene. G-2 further estimates when
present airfield construction and stockpiling completed Communists
will have capability—unless US intervenes—of: (1) denying effective
Nationalist air reconnaissance of the mainland; (2) protecting coastal
shipping; (3) establishing practical control air space over Taiwan Straits
thereby rendering Nationalist occupation offshore islands untenable;
and (4) subjecting Taiwan to prolonged air siege.

G-2 study not coordinated with other intelligence agencies, except
informally with Air Force at working level.

Dulles

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93 /8-455. Secret; Special Handling
Required—No Distribution to Foreign Nationals. Drafted by Colm; cleared in substance
by Moore (G-2) and Forman.
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27. Telegram 373 to Geneva'

Washington, August 4, 1955

373. For Johnson.

Reference Downey and Fecteau cases, it would appear the Chicoms
have given us useful talking point by their own official reference to
eleven POWs as QTE US spies UNQTE (NCNA despatch of August 4).
By giving eleven fliers same appellation they apply to Downey and
Fecteau, they themselves have destroyed any basis for differential treat-
ment. This would appear to give you excellent opening for hammering
home the point that Downey and Fecteau cases should be disposed of
on precisely same basis as others which Communists themselves have
bracketed in same category.

Give Department your reaction to this line of argumentation in
time for further consideration here before your next meeting.

Dulles

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-455. Secret. Drafted by
McConaughy. The time of transmission is illegible.

28. Telegram 317 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 5, 1955, 11 a.m.

317. From Johnson.

Would appreciate Department’s guidance on what form it envis-
ages for conclusion and announcement any understanding that may
be reached on representation interests nationals with CHICOMS. It
appears to me that form of agreed public statement issued here by
Wang and myself would be most natural one and one which CHICOMS
will expect. It would also seem from our standpoint preferable to pos-
sible alternative of Peking-Washington statement.

I believe any such statement should include CHICOM action with
respect Americans and CHICOMS will desire include something on

YSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-555. Confidential.
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students. Such a statement would thus in effect become final statement
on conclusion discussions of return civilians. Thus it would also be
useful negotiating device by enabling us maintain position CHICOMS
must take acceptable action on Americans before understanding on
representation can be consummated.

Gowen

29. Telegram 320 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 5, 1955, 4 p.m.

320. From Johnson. Bonn’s 413 to Dept repeated Geneva 38.

FYI. Have seen Feine several times and as last year have confi-
dentially given him general information on talks on civilians on basis
German interest German civilians in China. When discussion “other
practical problems” reached hope arrangements such Germans will
receive all info thru Dept and Bonn.

Gowen

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-555. Confidential. Repeated
to Bonn as telegram 46.

30. Telegram 321 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 5, 1955, 11 a.m.

321. From Johnson. Deptel 373.

Presume Deptel 373 crossed my reports on yesterday’s meeting
containing my exchanges with Wang on Downey and Fecteau.

It will be seen I carried out my original plan of trying avoid high-
light Downey and Fecteau but keep them grouped with civilians making
clear we expected same treatment as for other civilians many of whom

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-555. Secret.
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are also called “US spies”. This also has advantage of enabling me main-
tain discussion Downey and Fecteau under agenda item one. As will be
seen from yesterday’s meeting Wang did not contest my claim they were
civilians but his ambiguous answer and separate classification lead me
believe these are probably going to be the most difficult cases. However
do not believe productive for time being take any further initiative with
regard to them but await developments from CHINCOM side. Am try-
ing avoid being drawn into futile arguments on merits individual cases.
It is however probable specific discussion of Downey and Fecteau even-
tually will be necessary and CHICOMS will maintain previous position
each “criminal case” decided on merits accordance law and Downey and
Fecteau simply more serious than others and therefore “take more time”.
Should be noted CHICOMS very careful maintain legalistic position on
Air Force personnel (as well as all previous cases) and may be expected
do so on all remaining cases. In general my position has always been that
I am not interested in what legalistic mumbo jumbo they desire use as
face saving device but only in fact of release.

If and when specific discussion Downey and Fecteau required I
will certainly include argumentation on discrepancy of treatment with
Air Force personnel accused of same offenses but in view forgoing do
not now believe line that release Air Force personnel destroyed basis
for differential treatment would be useful or persuasive.

Gowen

31. Telegram 328 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 5, 1955, 6 p.m.

328. From Johnson.

Believe public statement along following lines would be very help-
ful in handling press situation here and counteracting possible adverse
effect on negotiations of numerous erroneous press reports many of
which originating American press services.

“In order to correct misunderstandings which may exist concern-
ing the present talks, it has been agreed to release the following infor-
mation about the discussion to date:

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-555. Official Use Only.
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With the exception of Ambassador Wang’s opening statement
announcing the release of the eleven Air Force personnel, the talks so
far have been confined to the matter of repatriation of civilians who
desire to return to their respective countries. The two ambassadors
have exchanged views on various aspects of this matter.

The ambassadors desire to point out that the subject is compli-
cated and that it would not facilitate the course of the negotiations if
all details concerning them were made public at this time. Both ambas-
sadors have agreed, in the interest of seriously seeking solutions to the
questions which they have been empowered to discuss, to refrain from
making any public statement concerning the developments at each
meeting, except by mutual agreement or prior notification by one to
the other.”

Garnish concurs.

If Dept concurs I will attempt obtain Wang’s agreement Monday’s
meeting.

Gowen

32.  Telegram 384 to Geneva'

Washington, August 5, 1955, 5:46 p.m.

384. For Ambassador Johnson.

Department (OIR) has noted indications, including rumors
reported by Congen Geneva and by press reportedly originating with
Chicom diplomats, that Chicoms may be preparing basis for agreement
to renounce use of force. Chicoms have probably concluded from US
statements that US may seek such agreement; may possibly be prepar-
ing for propaganda advantage by initiating proposal at Geneva or as
agenda item for proposed Foreign Ministers conference.

Chicoms could enter into such agreement without altering present
propaganda position by limiting renunciation to international matters,
thus excluding the quote domestic unquote issue of quote liberation of
Taiwan unquote. Note that other unresolved issues in Asia—Vietnam,
Laos, and Korea—likewise classed by Communists as domestic issues.

ISource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-555. Secret. Drafted by Colm;
cleared in IAD and in substance in CA.
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Alternatively Chicoms might go so far as to renounce use of force
specifically against Taiwan, on condition of major US concessions to
Chicom demands. Note Chou En-lai statement July 30, echoing earlier
statements: quote conditions permitting, the Chinese people are ready
to seek the liberation of Taiwan by peaceful means unquote. Conditions
Chicoms would demand almost certainly include US military with-
drawal from Taiwan straits area and abandonment of Chiang K’ai-shek
government. Chicoms would then presumably expect gain eventual
control of Taiwan by subversion.

Renunciation proposal might take form of bilateral statement simi-
lar to quote five principles unquote statements entered into by Chicoms
and Soviets with neutralist countries, or might be placed in context of
quote collective pact of peace unquote proposed by Chou En-lai to
replace present quote antagonistic military blocs unquote in Asia, i.e.
the Manila Pact and bilateral alliances. Such proposals would be in
line with current Chicom domestic propaganda that Chicom domestic
program requires quote peaceful international environment unquote
(Chou En-lai July 30) and that in course of prolonged period of peace,
Communist China will quote surpass the so-called capitalist advanced
countries unquote (Lo Lung-chi to People’s Congress July 26).

Dulles

33. Telegram 389 to Geneva'
Washington, August 5, 1955

389. For Johnson.

Do you have text June 3 statement Immigration Commissioner
J.M. Swing? If not we will telegraph text since it may be of use at next
meeting.

Dulles

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-555. Official Use Only; Prior-
ity. Drafted by McConaughy. The time of transmission is illegible.
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34. Telegram 391 to Geneva'

Washington, August 5, 1955

391. For Johnson.

1. Department concurs in general approach you have proposed for
fourth meeting Aug 8 and commends your clear analysis existing situa-
tion and your resourcefulness in devising tactics to meet it.

2. US. has already met Chinese Communists on points two and
three. With respect to point one we have already advised as to status
of Chinese nationals, which is that they are free to depart if they wish.

3. U.S. will not supply a name list of all Chinese nationals in U.S.
For your discretionary use (a) this could not be done without subjecting
many who hold allegiance to Republic of China and their relatives in
China to harassment, (b) it is not our policy to give any other govern-
ment a list of all of their nationals in U.S. and (c) we recognize Republic
of China as government of China.

4. Whenever CPR takes the same position with respect to U.S.
nationals in China that the U.S. has taken, namely, that they are free to
return and will be given exit visas on request, U.S. will take further step
of authorizing Indian Embassy in U.S. to facilitate travel of Chinese
here who desire to return to mainland and to transmit funds for this
purpose. Indian Embassy may publicly make known that it is prepared
to facilitate travel to mainland of any Chinese nationals who desire to
return.

5. U.S. would expect on its side to avail of the services of U.K. in
Communist China to facilitate return of U.S. citizens who desire to
return.

6. Dept prefers that agreement if reached on return of civilians be
announced by you and by Wang in Geneva. Announcement should be
identic. Announcement in Washington and Peiping would not RPT not
be considered desirable. Dept will be prepared to give you advice on
wording of statement when agreement is in prospect.

Dulles

LSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-555. Secret; Priority. Drafted
by Dulles; cleared by McConaughy. The time of transmission is illegible.
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35. Telegram 333 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 6, 1955, 5 p.m.

333. From Johnson. Re Deptel 389, August 5.
Telegraph text.

Gowen

Note: Mr. Bardach (FE) informed 3:05 p. m., 8/6/55 CWO/FED

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93 /8-655. Official Use Only.

36. Telegram 334 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 6, 1955, 5 p.m.

334. From Johnson.

Regret point out August 3 Washington datelined story appearing
August 4 New York Times (which undoubtedly read by CHICOMS)
giving accurately substance position on representation which I will
present CHICOMS Monday not helpful my negotiating position and
complicates my present difficulties with correspondents here who were
finally coming to accept my refusal give any info on talks especially on
future plans.

Gowen

Note: Mr. Bardach (FE) informed 3:25 p.m. 8-6-55 CWO/FED

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-655. Official Use Only.
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37. Telegram 398 to Geneva'

Washington, August 6, 1955, 2:41 p.m.

398. For Johnson.

Your 328. First sentence third paragraph might irritate Ameri-
can correspondents, and appears unnecessary. Therefore it should
be deleted. Department authorizes you to seek Wang’s agreement to
remainder proposed public statement.

Bear in mind that you are still authorized to hold backgrounder
for American press if in your judgment it would serve useful purpose.
Indications here are that Wang probably leaking to Communist corre-
spondents who in turn are supplying Americans.

Dulles

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-555. Confidential. Drafted by
McConaughy; cleared in substance by Dulles, McCardle, and Robertson.

38. Telegram 399 to Geneva'

Washington, August 6, 1955, 2:40 p.m.

399. For Johnson.

You will recognize Deptel 384 is only speculative intelligence
round-up and does not represent any agreed Departmental estimate of
probable Chinese Communist course of action.

Dulles

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-655. Secret. Drafted by
McConaughy.
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39. Telegram 400 to Geneva'

Washington, August 6, 1955, 2:41 p.m.

400. For Johnson.

Do you have any clue as to source Scripps-Howard dispatch
Geneva August 4 written by Ludwell Denny? On surface some of infor-
mation would appear to be from American official source.

Dulles

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-655. Confidential. Drafted by
McConaughy.

40. Telegram 335 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 7, 1955, 11 a.m.

335. From Johnson.

Hammarskjold called on me this morning to give account call
Wang made on him Saturday morning. Wang delivered written mes-
sage from Chou thanking Hammarskjold for his last message stressing
release flyers not because UN resolution or UN pressure, expressing
disturbance at “propaganda” on UN role, stressing desire maintain
“personal” contact with Hammarskjold, and intimating desire Ham-
marskjold play go-between role in my negotiations with Wang. Ham-
marskjold transmitting copy to New York for delivery Lodge.

Wang then went on with oral presentation concerning now is time
for deeds (inferentially by U.S.—not clear whether this element also
included in written message). Wang then laid entire stress on repre-
sentation as issue as field in which “deeds” expected indicating some
flexibility in choice of country and exact formula.

Hammarskjold said in reply he stressed he could not and would
not play any “go-between” role but willing do anything he properly
can as “third-party”.

YSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-755. Confidential.
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I outlined to Hammarskjold exact situation on Chinese students,
assurances I had given CHICOMS this regard, expectation perform-
ance CHICOMS with respect Americans to equalize situation, problem
we faced on representation and our present thinking this regard. He
expressed full understanding.

Hammarskjold thinks that as “Menon channel has not produced
anything” Chou now hopes use him. My feeling, which I did not state
to Hammarskjold, is that Chou hopes to continue playing both lines.

Gowen

41. Telegram 345 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 8, 1955, 1 p.m.

345. From Johnson.

Haguiwara asked me dinner Saturday night during which he out-
lined steps thus far taken at Geneva enter into contact with CHICOMS
on repatriation Japanese and tried sound me out on raising level con-
tacts. Spoke of government sending some one to Peiping.

I confined myself to general discussion present stage my talks, my
hope experience and possible result my talks would be helpful Japa-
nese and suggested question any further steps be taken by Japanese be
discussed Tokyo or Washington.

He said no reply had yet been received from CHICOM Consul
General here and Tatsuke was again going to press for reply this week.

Gowen

Note: Advance copy to Mr. Waddell (FE) Noon 8-8-55 CWO/FED

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-855. Confidential.
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42. Telegram 346 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 8, 1955, noon.

346. From Johnson.

Ben Limb saw me Saturday under “urgent” instructions to ask me
to take up in my talks with Wang questions unaccounted for Korean
POW’s and civilians and “reunification” of Korea.

I expressed great surprise at particularly latter request as I said
always my understanding basic principle ROK foreign policy Korean
reunification should not be discussed without presence of ROK and we
had always supported them in this. Of course also pointed out strictly
bilateral nature my present talks and referred Secretary’s statements
we would not discuss anything involving rights of others. Said in any
event this is question should be taken up in Seoul or Washington and
not with me here. Limb said “ROK’s had great confidence in me” etc
and hoped I would see what I could do.

After discussion Limb took back letter on reunification which
he had prepared. Sent me one somewhat more vaguely worded to
which I am simply replying that matter should be taken up in Seoul or
Washington.

On prisoners I also explained impossibility my discussing matter
with Wang and assured him my deep sympathy with this problem and
hope that if I was able develop anything on Americans it would be
helpful to Koreans.

Am submitting copies correspondence.

Gowen

Note: Advance copy to Mr. Waddell (FE) Noon 8-8-55 CWO/FED

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-855. Confidential. Also sent
to Seoul unnumbered.



1955 43

43. Telegram 347 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 8, 1955, 1 p.m.

347. From Johnson.
Highlights fourth meeting lasting two hours twenty minutes.

Wang opened with long statement CHICOM grievances re stu-
dents. Said up to now some students continue be prevented leave, cit-
ing in great detail case of Dr. Tsien, Cal Tech Rocket Expert. Claimed
latter wrote Peiping authorities June 15, appealing assistance return
China. Handed me list names 44 of 76 students given him last meeting
who he said not yet returned China. Wang also made familiar allega-
tions students afraid express desire return, being forced leave by unrea-
sonable deadline, or apply permanent residence, unable receive travel
funds, et cetera.

I replied various points, stressing repeatedly restrictions on Chi-
nese students, including Dr. Tsien now rescinded and all without
exception free depart if desire. As result my reiteration no restrictions
against departure and contrasting with situation Americans in China
Wang shifted emphasis to “practical” difficulties faced by students
saying while these restrictions may have been lifted practical diffi-
culties mounted to restraint on students. Way to solve these difficul-
ties was to have third country look after affairs Chinese nationals in
United States.

I then read prepared statement (A) turning down Wang’s first
proposal August 2 re list all Chinese in US; (B) pointing out we had
fully met second and third proposals; (C) outlining “arrangement
being considered” re fourth proposal and (D) again contrasted situ-
ation Americans in China emphasizing US expected all US civilians
be released promptly and whatever measures necessary bring this
about should be taken by Chinese. Explicit information concerning
measures being taken this regard “would facilitate and expedite
discussions.”

Wang repeated his request for names all Chinese US and reserved
right comment on our suggestions re his fourth proposal at next
meeting.

I then handed Wang text proposed press announcement modified
according Deptel 398. Wang agreed to release with last portion first sen-
tence second paragraph reading as follows:

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-855. Confidential; Priority.
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“The talks so far have been confined to the matter of return of civil-
ians to their respective countries.” Since this wording conforms text of
first agenda item I agreed to change.

Next meeting 10 a.m., August 10 at Wang's request.

Gowen

Note: Advance copy to Mr. Waddell (FE) 10:30 a.m., 8/8/55, CWO/FED

44. Telegram 354 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 8, 1955, 6 p.m.

354. From Johnson.

At fourth meeting August 8 10 am Wang began referring my
statement restraining orders previously placed by US Government on
Chinese now all rescinded and that foreign nationals in US including
Chinese could leave without applying for permission. Wang said he
welcomed my statement but added he must frankly point out it not
altogether consistent with actual situation prevailing to date. Actual
situation is that although US Government has rescinded departure
restrictions on number of Chinese students who applied to leave long
ago, Chinese students are still subjected all sorts of obstructions and
many prevented from leaving up to present. All Chinese nationals who
want to leave subjected to interrogation by Immigration Service and
FBI and forced express their political opinions. Some even detained for
this reason. Many others for fear of interrogation do not apply to leave
and many who previously applied have reconsidered for same reason.
Many Chinese nationals who applied to leave long ago up to present
unable depart.

An example this is case Dr. Tsien who went US 1934 to study aero-
nautics. After graduation 1938 was engaged in teaching at California
Institute of Technology and Massachusetts Institute of Technology.
Now holds position at Cal Tech. Is one of few authorities on rockets
in US. When Dr Tsien was leaving US August 1950 US Secret Service
seized his baggage on charge contained classified material. August
23 he further notified not to depart and that investigation his activ-
ities pending. September 7 arrested by Immigration Service and not

!Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-855. Confidential.
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released until put up $15,000 bail Sept 23. Later Dean of Cal Tech stated
Dr. Tsien not carrying classified material of US Government but only
his own research work and published books. Returned students in 1955
reported Tsien’s movements restricted to county of residence. In letter
June 15, 1955 to Vice Chairman People’s Republic Dr. Tsien restated his
anxiety to return and appealed for assistance.

Wang continued he could cite further evidence from American
newspapers. UP reported September 23, 1953 indicating no evidence
discovered connecting Dr. Tsien with Communists. However he unable
return to his country and awaiting trial in US. On March 6, 1953 New
York Times stated Dr. Tsien had been ordered deported to China but
that at same time had received orders preventing him from leaving US.
Times added this contradictory situation revealed by Chief of District
Immigration Los Angeles.

Case of Dr. Tsien vividly explains how many Chinese doctors in
US desire return and unable to do so. Up to present Dr. Tsien’s move-
ments still restricted to county of residence. Only charge against him is
desire return to motherland and reunite with family. This utterly unrea-
sonable situation suffices to show appropriate way must be found to
assure return of nationals.

Wang referred my statement August 4 that no general deadline
existing on departure individuals from US and those required leave
only those who no longer held student status. Wang declared even
those no longer students should not be subjected to unreasonable
departure time limit causing them difficulty. Especially unreasonable
aspect is that these people given unreasonably short time. If cannot
leave within limit suffer “torture” of Immigration Service procedure
including interrogation, payment of bail, arrest and other actions which
cause pressures on their minds. At same time they notified can spare
selves such tortures if they apply for permanent residence. This means
they compelled remain US against their will.

Wang then referred my statement that even if alien had applied
for and was granted permanent residence he still could proceed to any
place of his choice at any time. Wang said this is “matter of course”.
Whether Chinese national applied under immigration laws or Refugee
Relief Act still should be able to go to any place of his choice without
stating reason therefor. In order that those Chinese nationals compelled
to apply for permanent residence under Refugee Relief Act or other
regulations not be prevented from leaving in future is necessary find
appropriate way give them assurance.

Wang said he had checked list of 76 given him last meeting and
found 44 not yet returned China. Handed me list these names for
investigation. Referring to Department’s April 2, 1955 press release
concerning rescinding restraining orders these students he pointed out
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reference made there to number of cases still under review. Wang said
he would also like to know names these people. On basis statements I
had made in course talks his government believed return these people
should not be subjected any obstruction. Question of return civilians
both sides not only involved return those who had applied to leave, but
also involved return all civilians. Those who may want return any time
in future should also be allowed to go. That is why he had given me list
of all American nationals in China for our convenience. He expressed
view his government also entitled request US make reciprocal arrange-
ment by offering him list all Chinese nationals, including students. Said
this was not beyond terms of reference but was precisely what he and I
should be dealing with.

Wang continued that many Chinese nationals US who have
expressed inherent desire return motherland treated as political prob-
lems. As result they restricted for long time from departing and sub-
jected all kinds of pressure such as interrogation procedure and time
limit for departure. Obstructions still prevail. Many Chinese nationals
have apprehensions regarding applying to leave. State Dept’s April 2,
1955 press statement acknowledged some Chinese students may refrain
from applying to Immigration Service for permission to depart for fear
of being refused. “If it can be said there is contrast between situation
Chinese nationals in US and American nationals in China this is appar-
ently great contrast”.

From time of founding Chinese People’s Republic to date 1523
Americans left China only 87 remain. Law-abiding American nationals
in China can leave any time providing make reasonable arrangement
for unsettled civil cases. However many law-abiding Chinese nationals
in US dare not apply for permission depart. Furthermore as result of
prohibition against remittance money by families of Chinese nationals
to them many such nationals no means obtaining travel funds. There-
fore it is necessary both China and US should entrust to 3rd country of
own choice care of affairs nationals in other, in first place, affair of their
return. Arrangements should be based on equality and mutual benefit.
This would be reasonable solution to problem of return of civilians of
both sides.

With regard to supplementary list five persons given him last
meeting, Wang said Bradshaw two Romanoffs and Walsh already
included in list Americans given US. Regarding Mrs. Huizer he under-
stood she wife of Dutch national. According his information she was
former American but in December 1951 on expiration her American
passport she replaced it with Dutch passport. Situation is she mar-
ried to Dutch national and is now Dutch subject holding Dutch pass-
port. Dutch Charge has repeatedly claimed she is Dutch national and
Chinese Government respects claim of Dutch.
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I told Wang I would like make few remarks of preliminary nature on
what he had said. In first place throughout his remarks he had repeatedly
referred to matter of Chinese in US applying for permission to leave. I
told him I might not have expressed myself sufficiently clearly at last
meeting but I had tried to explain that in US alien ordinarily does not
need to make application to leave. We have no such thing as exit permit.
In effect if alien wants to leave US he simply buys boat tickets and leaves.

It is for this reason restraining orders had to be issued against some
students in past. As I had said repeatedly, these orders now lifted. To
best my knowledge no Chinese now being prevented from leaving US
for China. Referring case of Dr. Tsien I said statement that US not pre-
venting any Chinese from leaving country also applied to him. If he still
desires proceed China US would not prevent. I said most of what Wang
said regarding him was past history which it would not be fruitful to go
into. I pointed out Wang had referred to many news articles and I sug-
gested that they not be taken as too authoritative since we had both seen
recently that the press frequently makes mistakes. I added I would want
point out that question whether Tsien tried violate US espionage laws by
attempting take with him US classified documents is of course question
of fact. Whether he did or did not, I stated I could not refrain from con-
trasting fact he still free with status our citizens in China charged with
similar offenses. However said I did not want to debate his case but only
repeat my original statement that if he wants to go he can.

I said in half-serious tone it seemed that Wang on one hand com-
plained we prevented people from leaving and on other that they must
leave too quickly. Said he had referred to cases of some who may wish
to apply under Refugee Relief Act for permanent residence and that
he had asked in future such persons should be permitted to leave if
desire to do so. I said as I had told him before they can do so. Regard-
ing question forcing people leave before they ready, I repeated each
case sympathetically considered on own merits and if extension justi-
fied Immigration Service would grant. No one forced to apply for per-
manent residence. This purely voluntary. Immigration Service merely
points out if persons do not apply they no longer entitled to status as
students when have ceased to be students.

Referring to Wang’s statement concerning interrogating people
on their political opinions, I said this becomes pertinent only if per-
son applies for permanent residence. It is necessary under our law to
inquire into a person’s loyalties to determine whether such person enti-
tled permanent residence. It is normal and natural procedure applied
to all aliens.

Referring to 44 names given by Wang I said I wished point out again
original 76 were those against whom restraining order lifted. Individ-
uals were informed orders lifted and they free to depart. This did not
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mean they actually left. It is entirely possible some still in US; I did not
know. If they are it is of own free will and their departure not being pre-
vented. Some of these might have departed US for other places. We have
no way of knowing. Remaining cases referred to in announcement that
restraining orders on 76 lifted have now been completed and no Chinese
now being prevented leaving US including Dr. Tsien. I told Wang Dept’s
April 2 press release dealt primarily with question Chinese students who
apply to US Government for help in paying transportation to China. As
I pointed out US Government had paid or assisted in paying travel of
hundreds of those who returned China. That announcement mentioned
lifting of restraining orders against 76 Chinese students in context of
reassuring Chinese in US desiring obtain transportation from US Gov-
ernment and against whom restraining orders had been issued that they
need have no hesitation make application.

I expressed appreciation for receipt information on Mrs. Huizer,
adding that Wang undoubtedly familiar, like all persons in diplomatic
service, with matter of dual nationality.

I said that while our nationality laws very complicated, in general,
since 1922 any American woman marrying alien retains nationality
under our law. In many cases under law of husband’s country she may
also have acquired his nationality. She sometimes will apply for pass-
port of husband’s nationality and sometimes for American passport.
Under our law this does not affect fact that by our law she is American
citizen. This is Mrs. Huizer’s case and we desire extend protection to her
as American national even though she also may have Dutch passport.

Wang replied that as previously stated he had repeatedly indicated
his pleasure at learning that US Government had rescinded restrictions
on Chinese nationals in US. However according his info actual state of
affairs was at variance with what I had said. He desired clarify possible
misunderstanding my part his government’s position regarding Chi-
nese in US. It was not that his government dissatisfied in past because
Chinese students under restrictions and now dissatisfied again because
they compelled leave too fast. Dissatisfaction is based on fact that they
should have been able return and had not yet returned.

For long period US Government restricted Chinese. Now that
restrictions rescinded Chinese nationals notified to leave before cer-
tain date which left them following alternatives: (1) deportation proce-
dure if failed leave before deadline; (2) apply for permanent residence
if wanted avoid difficulties of alternative (1). Wang said he cited case
Dr. Tsien because well known, but this only one example. His appeal
for help in letter June 15 shows he not free to leave at that time. Further-
more Chinese nationals faced with series of difficulties such as financial
visa booking tickets etc. All these factors affect their freedom to depart.
May be possible under these conditions some dare not express desire
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depart. May be cases of people who express desire but may change
mind for one reason or another. All these practical difficulties prevent
departure. Wang went on to say that all this serves explain why even
though I had repeatedly stated Chinese free to leave any time they still
faced many difficulties. Therefore he hoped way could be found bene-
ficial to both sides such as formula of 3rd country.

Regarding case Mrs. Huizer Chinese Government not in position
determine whether she is Dutch or American. He only knew she mar-
ried to Dutchman and held Dutch passport. If US and Dutch could
agree on status Chinese Government would not oppose. Wang con-
cluded he was only trying clarify few points and did not desire debate.

I told Wang that there was nothing we could agree with Dutch about
concerning Mrs. Huizer since according to laws of both countries she
was both (repeat both) Dutch and American. Wang interjected in humor-
ous vein that if husband cooperated with wife problem could be settled.

Then talking from prepared statement I referred to Wang’s first
proposal made August second and said as previously stated I felt this
goes beyond agreed scope present discussion and I had also at that
time mentioned practical difficulties. I now added it is not policy US
Government make such information available any other government.
Therefore it not possible agree Wang’s proposal.

With regard Wang's fourth proposal I stated I believed it went some-
what beyond first agreed item of agenda. However I told Wang US Gov-
ernment considering arrangement which would be within agreed scope
present discussions and fully meet objectives with respect to civilians
both countries envisaged by two governments in July 25 statement.

Told Wang seemed to me all that is required carry out this purpose
is for each of our governments take whatever steps necessary permit
return of civilians who desire do so. As I had explained to him my gov-
ernment has already taken all necessary steps. If Wang’s government
would do same entire problem would be quickly resolved.

Nevertheless my government was giving consideration to follow-
ing arrangement:

Indian Embassy Washington could receive requests from any
Chinese civilian in US who felt he being prevented from leaving.
Indian Emb could investigate case sending officer to interview per-
son if it desired and if Embassy concluded complaint justified could
report facts to Dept with request for whatever action Emb considered
appropriate. Emb could also act as channel for transmission travel
funds and otherwise extend to individuals appropriate assistance. Both
my government and Indian Embassy would give full publicity. British
Embassy in China would perform same services for American nation-
als there, Chinese Government agreeing to give and permit publicity in
same manner as arranged in US.
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I then continued I had been giving particular thought to Wang
statement last meeting regarding necessity any solution reached
being beneficial to both parties. Said I thoroughly agreed this view
but failed to see how it possible to describe situation at present stage
of discussions as unfair to Chinese Government or people. Added
if I desired to do so could dwell at some length on unfairness pres-
ent situation to Americans in China but I did not believe it useful
engage fruitless debate this subject but rather look at present practi-
cal situation.

I said at second meeting Wang had asked for solution to question
of restrictions on return to China of Chinese nationals in US. I said I
immediately and promptly replied under full authority my govern-
ment no Chinese being prevented from leaving US. At last meeting I
carefully and frankly explained nature of restrictions formerly placed
on departure some Chinese students and explained these now entirely
removed. [ reiterated to Wang that US Government not now preventing
departure any Chinese from US. Said it was difficult for me to see how
I could be more explicit or more fully meet request Wang had made. I
said I had tried make it clear that US Government expects all its nation-
als in China desiring to return to US will be able promptly to do so
and that Wang’s government should take whatever measures necessary
bring about this result. I concluded stating it would greatly facilitate
and expedite our discussions if Wang could shortly give me explicit
info regarding measures along this line which I understood were being
considered by his government. I emphasized again that my govern-
ment had taken all necessary steps to meet Wang’s requirements and
there were no exceptions not even case of Dr. Tsien to my assurance that
all Chinese free to leave US.

Wang said noted my statement. Said he had restated own posi-
tion concerning his original proposals 1, 2 and 3, declaring he agreed
with me it was necessary for both sides to make reciprocal or corre-
sponding arrangements for return of nationals which would bring
a solution to this problem. He expressed regret I had not agreed his
first proposal. Said on his part he had already given me complete list
all Americans in China which very convenient for our use. Therefore
Wang added which very reasonable his side require similar action from
US and would appreciate it if US could reconsider its position on first
proposal. Regarding arrangement I had suggested on the 4th proposal
he reserved comments until next meeting which Wang proposed be
August 10, 10 a.m.

I then proposed press release to which Wang agreed as reported
my tel 347.

Atmosphere continues easy and informal.

Gowen
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45. Telegram 356 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 8, 1955, 9 p.m.

356. From Johnson.
Denny article August 4 referred to Deptel 400 not available here.

Gowen

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-855. Confidential; Priority.

46. Telegram 357 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 8, 1955, 9 p.m.

357. From Johnson.
Re Wang's allegation today’s meeting:

No way families in China can remit funds for travel students from
US. If not correct would appreciate any information I can use refute.

Gowen

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-855. Confidential; Priority.

47. Letter from McConaughy to Johnson'

Washington, August 8, 1955
Dear Alex:

I haven’t forgotten the understanding that I would drop you an
Official Informal occasionally to give you some of the background and
nuances here that would not be reflected in a cable. Bill Sebald returned

1Source: Department of State, Geneva Talks Files, Lot 72D415. Secret; Official-Informal.
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to work this morning, so I should have more time to devote to your
mission now.

There is a pronounced feeling of satisfaction here with the way
you have handled the first week of the negotiations. The Secretary him-
self is following every development closely. He has drafted some of
the telegrams to you himself and ordered last Tuesday that henceforth
all messages to you which conveyed anything in the nature of instruc-
tions was to be personally approved by him. Mr. Robertson of course
is following everything. There is a rule now that even the factual and
background messages must be approved either by Mr. Robertson or
by me. So we will have a look henceforth even at the DRF intelligence
messages before they go out.

I am sure you will want to get the general feel of the reaction here
to the tactics you are using regardless of whether it is laudatory or not.
The only question at all which has arisen, and it is not a criticism, is as to
why you withheld the four names (Mrs. Huizer, Mrs. Bradshaw and the
Romanovs) from your first list. I have explained that these names had
already been given to the Chinese Communists and that the Commu-
nists had denied as to three of them that any exit application had been
filed and as to the fourth that she was an American citizen. However
there was a feeling that it was a tactical mistake not to press these cases
continuously by including them in every list. It has been remarked that
we have nothing to lose by putting the names in and perhaps some-
thing to gain. This was the reason for the follow up instructions to you
suggesting that you add the names by means of a supplementary list.
The belief that perhaps harm was done was reinforced by the unfortu-
nate Scripps-Howard article by Denny which stated that the names had
been omitted because we knew our case was weak on these four.

There has been something of a feeling that you might press harder
the point that the great preponderance of the Chinese students in this
country maintain their allegiance to the GRC and emphatically repudi-
ate the Communist regime. It is recognized that Wang Ping-nan would
be very allergic to this point but it is felt that you do not have to be
estopped on that account. We wired you the full text of the Chinese
Embassy’s statement which makes this point quite cogently. You may
find a peg on which you can hang an additional remark along this line
when the representation discussion waxes warm.

The only other even half way critical statement I have heard was
relative to your decision not to hold a backgrounder for the American
press as you were authorized to do last week. We are all profoundly
aware of the difficult position you are in with the American press. We
have had echos of your press relations problem back here and we have
all been casting about for some means of taking the pressure off you.
Part of the Secretary’s press conference of August 2 was an effort in that



1955 53

direction. Carl McCardle apparently feels that you should have gone
ahead and held the backgrounder when you were authorized, espe-
cially since it was pretty clear that Wang was talking to the Communist
correspondents. He believes that the attitude of American correspond-
ents would have been improved and there would have been no net
loss as to the privacy of the conversations, since so much was leaking
any way. I believe he still thinks you should hold the backgrounder, as
indicated in our follow-up telegram of August 6 which of course was
largely a reflection of his view. If you feel you need a Departmental
press officer to help you, in addition to Garnish, Carl is ready to give
sympathetic consideration to the matter.

The question of leaks is indeed a trying and baffling one. We feel
very badly about the New York Times Washington dateline article of
August 4 which you rightly complained about in your 334 of August 6.
We were particularly pained since we wanted your limited represen-
tation proposal to have maximum impact on Wang, which cannot be
obtained when there is no element of surprise. McCardle and Suydam
say the information did not come from the P area. I did not talk to the
correspondents at all. Dana Schmidt was getting around the Department
quite actively about that time and it may be conceivable that he may
have picked something up although I have no idea how or from whom.

The Denny item which obviously was based in part at least on a
leak also mystifies us. It seems that some of it, particularly the informa-
tion about the number of repatriated Chinese students who received
travel funds from the U.S. Government, might have been based on U.S.
official sources.

We have an additional information problem with the foreign
Embassies here which are closest to us, namely the British, Canadian,
Australian and New Zealand, and to some extent the French. So far we
have been telling them in confidence about what has already come out
in the papers, but they are pressing for fuller and more timely informa-
tion. This is something of a dilemma for us, . . . .

Let us know what you need which you are not getting, and any
ways in which we can help you. The meetings of this week should be
fairly decisive. If you think you will need Martin for a few days longer
than planned, let us know. It would be unfortunate and difficult if he
should have to miss a few days at the beginning of the War College, but
I do not say it would be impossible to arrange, if his presence in Geneva
is important to you. All the best to Ed, Ralph and Col. Ekvall. Our feel-
ing toward you and your staff is a mixture of admiration and sympathy.
Regards and good wishes.

Sincerely,

Walter P. McConaughy
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48. Telegram 362 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 9, 1955, 1 p.m.

362. Eyes only Secretary and Robertson. From Johnson.

In considering future course these talks and our broad objectives I
offer following thought.

Present context, particularly in public mind is that talks are in
nature conference with definitive ending at some point in time. It
seems to me some of difficulties inherent this context would be obvi-
ated if and when we reach “other practical matters” we could grad-
ually shift to concept of contact between Wang and myself being of
indefinite duration in time and intermittent in nature to be utilized at
request either side.

Although possibly presenting some new difficulties I think this
concept would best meet our broad objective without difficulties inher-
ent in concept attempting prolong present series of talks.

I realize this is largely question of form rather than substance but
believe it important.

WhatIhave in mind is that at some point in discussion “other prac-
tical matters” I would attempt obtain agreement that instead of meeting
more or less regularly with recesses of varying lengths we would meet
only at request of other to be transmitted through Consulates General
here.

There could be gradual press preparation for this and would take
advantage any opportunity prepare Wang.

While this has advantages must recognize contains disadvantages
present situation in heavy public attention whenever Wang and I would
appear here. However do not perceive any practicable alternative as
long as Wang and I remain point of contact.

Gowen

YSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-955. Secret.



1955 55

49. Telegram 364 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 9, 1955, 1 p.m.

364. From Johnson.

With close yesterday’s meeting we have completed presentation
our position on civilians and next move is up to CHICOMS. I feel my
instructions have enabled me to establish very strong position which
has put CHICOMS on defensive and in future meetings plan largely
to reiterate position as necessary. I believe we should stand on posi-
tion performance by CHICOMS re Americans essential to agreement
on representation proposal and that agenda proposed by CHICOMS
and accepted by US precludes discussion any other matter until civilian
problem resolved.

If I get no performance on Americans I plan at appropriate time to
suggest fairly prolonged recess “to give them time to give further con-
sideration to cases Americans” thereby reinforcing position on relation
their performance on Americans to representation arrangement.

One of decisions we will have to make is what degree of perform-
ance on Americans we will consider sufficient for agreement on repre-
sentation. I do not believe we can or should reach this decision now.

Another decision is whether we will be willing to broaden repre-
sentation proposal to include inquiries by Indian Embassy initiated by
“parents and relatives” in China. I expect Wang will at minimum press
very hard for something this nature. This raises obvious problems but
it seems to me that even under our present concept it will in fact be
very difficult prevent or refuse “humanitarian” requests from Indian
Embassy do this. If this case should obtain from it whatever negotiating
advantage it gives us here, it does not seem to me this would increase
danger of use of families for coercion as even under present circum-
stances families free write to Chinese in US. Would also think Indian
Embassy would be very careful avoid giving any basis for charges it
was agent for coercion. From standpoint UK protection Americans in
China it also gives US something of much more value than present
formulation.

I plan present list 461 American POW’s missing from Korean War
and 11 Navy and Coast Guard personnel as first item under “other
practical matters”.

Gowen

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-955. Confidential; Priority.
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50. Telegram 369 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 9, 1955, 3 p.m.

369. From Johnson.

Some members congressional group here for Atomic Energy Con-
ference have indicated to Claxton desire obtain information from me re
my talks with Wang.

Claxton and I inclined feel probably useful if I do not (repeat not)
get ahead of whatever Department is doing keep Foreign Affairs and
Foreign Relations Committees informed.

If Department approves I would propose talk rather fully about
what has happened thus far on civilians including representation pro-
posal I made yesterday and confine myself to reference material Secre-
tary’s press conference on other problems.

Tomorrow is probably last day group will be here.

Would appreciate Department’s instructions and guidance.

Gowen

ISource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-955. Confidential; Priority.

51. Telegram 428 to Geneva'

Washington, August 9, 1955

428. For Johnson.

Your 369. You are authorized in your discretion to brief members
congressional Atomic Energy Group on discussions to date regarding
civilians. You may also give them general idea of what is involved in
representation issue but you should avoid mention name of any third
country in this connection.

Dulles

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-955. Confidential; Priority.
Drafted by McConaughy; substance approved by Dulles and Morton (H). The time of
transmission is illegible.
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52. Telegram 429 to Geneva'

Washington, August 9, 1955

429. For Johnson.

Your 357. FYI as of now US Treasury Foreign Asset Control Reg-
ulations prohibit remittance dollars to US from Communist China for
travel or other purposes unless special Treasury license obtained. A
few licenses have been granted for student travel from funds blocked
in US. In these cases Treasury required evidence that traveler of good
character and acceptable political orientation and that close relatives
mainland China believed non-sympathetic Communist regime.

If arrangement authorized Paragraph 11 your instructions should
materialize, appropriate understanding with Treasury will be sought.

Dulles

!Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-855. Secret; Priority. Drafted
by McConaughy. The time of transmission is illegible.

53. Despatch 2 from Geneva'

No. 2 Geneva, August 9, 1955

REF
Geneva Telegram 315, August 4, 1955

SUBJECT

Transmitting Text of Ambassador Johnson’s Statement to Ambassador Wang on
United States Immigration Procedures

With reference to my telegram No. 315 of August 4, 1955, I am
enclosing the full text of my remarks to Ambassador Wang Ping-nan
on the subject of United States Immigration procedure. These remarks
were summarized only very briefly in the reference telegram to reduce
its length.

U. Alexis Johnson
American Ambassador

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.95A251.8-955. Confidential.
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Enclosure
Johnson Remarks®

Geneva, August 4, 1955

“I then referred to Wang's second and third proposals and handed
him list of 76 Chinese students. I told him his reference to ‘exit per-
mit” in connection with 76 students was inaccurate since no exit permit
required of aliens desiring depart United States. Any alien, including
any Chinese national, did not need to apply for permission to leave
country but simply made travel arrangements and departed. That is
why United States Government had to issue restraining orders in cases
those few aliens whose departure we desired prevent. Such orders
issued against certain Chinese students in past. On April 8 our Consul
General informed Chinese representative that 76 students formerly
prevented from departing United States free to leave. These students
all notified that orders preventing their departure rescinded. They
not issued exit permits because there is no such permit. Vast majority
Chinese students never subjected to preventive departure orders and
always free to depart whenever wished. The few preventive depar-
ture orders previously issued all rescinded. I then repeated that, as I
informed him last meeting, United States Government not now pre-
venting departure any Chinese wishing return to mainland China.

I said, on other hand, no general deadline imposed for departure
Chinese from United States. I did not know where Wang obtained
information that Chinese students must depart by September 6 or
apply for permanent residence but said I was satisfied this informa-
tion inaccurate. I explained many Chinese who came to United States
as students have completed studies and no longer students. Thus
they no longer entitled student visas and in accordance with stand-
ard procedures applied all aliens such persons informed by Immi-
gration their visas no longer valid, and they should arrange depart
United States by certain date. However each case handled individu-
ally and each individual permitted give reasons why departure date
should be postponed. Many postponements granted for one or more
months or indefinitely at request of individual. Postponements have
been and will be granted in order avoid hardships or for other good
cause. I also pointed out that even though alien had applied for or
been granted status of permanent resident he still free leave country
at any time, and I concluded reiterating no exit permit required.”

2Confidential.
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54. Memorandum of Conversation, Koo and Robertson!

Washington, August 9, 1955

SUBJECT

Negotiations with Chinese Communists

PARTICIPANTS

Ambassador V. K. Wellington Koo, Chinese Embassy
Walter S. Robertson, Assistant Secretary—FE
Walter P. McConaughy, Director—CA

Ambassador Koo said he had noted the remarks of the Secretary in
his press conference of August 2. The Chinese Government was uneasy
over the apparent possibility of a high level meeting with the Chinese
Communists. The Ambassador was instructed by his Government to
state that it would look with strong disfavor on any meeting between
the American Government and the Chinese Communists at the Foreign
Minister level. He said he would be very gratified if he could be given
a confirmation that no such meeting is in prospect.

Mr. Robertson said that there was no change whatever in the Amer-
ican position on this. The situation was the same as when the Secretary
held his press conference. There was no likelihood of such a meeting
then, and there was none now.

Ambassador Koo expressed his gratification at the receipt of
this information. He said his Government was also gratified to have
received through the American Embassy in Taipei, a summary of the
Secretary’s instructions to Ambassador Johnson for the talks at Geneva.
He said that his Government felt the instructions were not objection-
able “as far as they go”.

Mr. Robertson said that Ambassador Johnson’s authorization went
no further than the instructions summarized for the information of the
Chinese Government. The limitations on the discussions were clearly
set forth in the instructions, and there were no instructions beyond
those which had been paraphrased in the Chinese Foreign Office.

Ambassador Koo said that his Government was interested in
learning of the latest developments in the talks at Geneva.

Mr. Robertson said there had been no tangible progress so far on
the question of the release of the American civilians. The main purpose
of the talks was to get our people out. Wang Ping-nan was trying to
make an issue of alleged interference with the travel to the mainland of

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-955. Confidential. Drafted by
McConaughy on August 12.
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Chinese students in this country. These allegations as to restrictions on
Chinese in this country were balderdash. It was only propaganda, since
the Chinese students actually are free to move about in this country and
to leave the U.S. if they wish. We do not want any Communist sympa-
thizers here as permanent residents. They are more than welcome to go
to the mainland if they want to.

Ambassador Koo mentioned the Chinese Embassy statement of
last week which pointed out that the great majority of Chinese stu-
dents in this country have been assisted and protected by the Chinese
Government and its Embassy and Consulates in this country and that
the students are loyal to their Government and still look to if for rep-
resentation of their interests. They give their allegiance to the Chinese
Government and not to the Chinese Communists. It is presumptuous
deception for the Chinese Communists to pretend that Chinese in
this country should look to the Communist regime for protection and
representation.

Mr. Robertson said we had noted the Chinese Embassy statement
and had sent it to Ambassador Johnson. He considered it a very good
statement. He remarked that we know that the Chinese in this coun-
try, with very few exceptions, maintain their fidelity to the Chinese
Government. We are aware that the Chinese Government has helped
many of them with scholarships, travel arrangements and so on, and
that practically all of them came to this country on Chinese Nationalist
passports. Mr. Robertson remarked that there is no such thing as an exit
visa in this country and Wang Ping-nan’s allegations at Geneva that
“exit visas” had been denied was nonsense.

Ambassador Koo said that he hoped the American Government
would never admit even tacitly any degree of Communist jurisdiction
over the general body of Chinese students and other nationals in this
country.

Mr. Robertson said the Ambassador need have no fear on this score.
The Communists would not be allowed to establish any contact except
with those who of their own volition stated that they wanted to go back
to the mainland.

Mr. Robertson mentioned that those few students who wanted to go
back might have some difficulty in paying for their passage. The United
States Government did not propose to pay their way back to Communist
territory. However, we were not standing in the way. Anyone who wants
to go to a Communist country can go—the sooner the better.

Ambassador Koo mentioned that Mr. Robertson had informed
Minister Tan on July 29 that some third party such as India or Great
Britain might be designated to assist the Chinese students who want to
return to the mainland.
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Mr. Robertson said some Embassy might conceivably be the
medium for handling travel funds and making other arrangements for
the return of those who expressed a wish to go back.

Ambassador Koo remarked that this arrangement would imply no
official representation of Chinese Communist interests in this country,
since the Embassy role would be that of a travel expediter.

Ambassador Koo reverted to the subject of a possible conference
with Communist China at the Foreign Minister level. He said that his
Government would appreciate a more definite statement or formal
assurance that no such meeting was contemplated. The Secretary’s
statement of last week was most welcome and President Eisenhower
had said that he associated himself with the statement of the Secretary
of State. But any doubt on this score would adversely affect the psy-
chology of the problem on Taiwan.

Mr. Robertson said the President and the Secretary had stated most
emphatically that this Government would not discuss, on any level,
matters affecting the rights of the Government of the Republic of China.
He felt there could be no objection to bilateral talks aimed at securing
the freedom of our nationals who are held. If there should be any inter-
national conference on Far Eastern subjects where matters involving
the rights of the GRC were to be discussed, “your Government would
have to be there”, or give its concurrence. Nothing could be decided
“without your presence or your concurrence”.

Ambassador Koo said his Government would appreciate a more
formal assurance on the lack of any intention of Secretary Dulles to
meet with Chou En-lai. He wondered if his Government could obtain a
memorandum on the subject.

Mr. Robertson said he did not think there was any question of a
memorandum. Both the President and the Secretary of State have stated
their position to the American people and to the world. He felt this was
as explicit and as binding as anyone could wish.

Ambassador Koo said it was true that very satisfactory statements
had been made, but they were rather informal.

Mr. Robertson observed that they were categorical and were on the
record. He did not see how they could have more force or more effect.
He offered to send the Ambassador a copy of the press conference.

The Ambassador said he already had the record of the press con-
ference. He needed something more formal.

Mr. Robertson said he felt that what had been said could not be
more official. A public affirmation of our position before all the world
was better than a classified communication. It put the whole world on
notice what our position was.
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Ambassador Koo said his Government did find much assurance
in the statements of Mr. Robertson himself, the Secretary, the President
and the American Charge in Taipei. They had all made it clear that there
would be no talks involving the essential interests of the Chinese Gov-
ernment without its presence or concurrence.

Mr. Robertson said he could reaffirm that no matter would be
taken up with the Chinese Communists which involved the rights
of the Republic of China without the presence or concurrence of the
GRC.

Ambassador Koo asked if that would still be the U.S. position if
talks with the Peiping regime at the Foreign Minister level should ever
be held.

Mr. Robertson said yes, that was correct, in the unlikely event that
such talks should sometime be held. He remarked that discussions at
that level were no closer now than they had been when the Secretary
was asked about this subject at his press conference.

NOTE: Separate Memoranda of Conversation have been prepared on
the following subjects which were discussed in the same conver-
sation: Chinese Representation in the U.N. and Registration with the
U.N. of Mutual Defense Treaty of December 2, 1954 and Exchange of
Notes of December 10.

55. Telegram 389 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 10, 1955, 5 p.m.

389. From Johnson.

Desire call attention FBIS item 091427 Peking International English
Service. This probably forecasts line Wang will take when “no force”
reached and to which reply some kind will be required.

Gowen

NOTE: Mr. Waddell’s office (FE) notified 8/10/55 4:37 p.m. EMB CWO

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1055. Official Use Only.
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56. Telegram 439 to Geneva'

Washington, August 10, 1955

439. For Johnson. Your 362.

While it is useful to be thinking ahead we doubt that it is useful to
attempt now to crystallize our thinking.

Dulles

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1055. Secret. Drafted by
Dulles; cleared by Robertson. The time of transmission is illegible.

57. Telegram 440 to Geneva'

Washington, August 10, 1955, 6:56 p.m.

440. For Johnson. Your 364 August 9.

1. Concur you should stand on position that the first necessity is
for CHICOMS to match US position regarding return if desired. Only
when the principle of free return has been conceded is it useful to con-
sider the means, if any, needed to implement this principle. In most
cases, certainly in this country and surely for Americans in China, no
third party intervention is needed.

2. We question fairly prolonged recess in view of Chou En-lai’s July
30 statement that “the number of American civilians in China is small and
the question can be easily settled”. We believe that we should seek to hold
the CHICOMS to this utterance of Chou En-lai.

3. We believe that the right of return should be conceded to all
Americans but agree that we should not commit ourselves now to a “all
or nothing” position.

4. We are not disposed to broaden Indian Embassy representation
to cover follow up of inquiries by parents or relatives in China since this

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-955. Confidential. Drafted by
Dulles; cleared by Robertson.
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would open the way for mass appeals whereby the CHICOMS would
in fact gain opportunity to intimidate or influence Chinese aliens here.

5. Agree with your next item.

Dulles

58. Telegram 441 to Geneva'

Washington, August 10, 1955, 6:56 p.m.

441. For Johnson.

FYI. Internal Revenue Code provides no one depart from US with-
out certificate of compliance with income tax obligations. In the case of
such aliens as Chinese students, this is formality which would probably
involve not more than ten to thirty minutes at some local office. These
students either have no independent income or, if employed, there has
been a withholding of income tax at source so that nothing is due and
indeed if they leave before end of year, they would presumably be enti-
tled to a rebate because they would get full year exemption.

Procedures would be slightly different but also simple in the case
of alien who was working for himself. Our records indicate that this
is not the case with reference to Chinese students but might of course
be the case as regards other Chinese aliens. However, here the result
would be presumably the same since income tax payments are required
to be made quarterly on basis of estimate of income and departing
aliens would get a full year exemption.

We would doubt whether foregoing requires you qualify statement
which you apparently made, as reported your 354, August 8, since no
exit permit is in fact required and since this income tax requirement
would as indicated normally be a formality. However, you will have to
be judge whether or not your previous statement requires qualification
in light of foregoing.

Dulles

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1055. Confidential. Drafted
by Hanes (S) and Dulles; cleared by Robertson.
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59. Letter 2 from McConaughy to Johnson'

Letter No. 2 Washington, August 10, 1955

Dear Alex:

I hope to get off a short note to you by each pouch (Monday,
Wednesday and Friday) whether or not there is much that is new to
pass on to you.

The report of the 4th meeting on August 8 was illuminating. It was
good to see how well you met the cleverness of Wang Ping-nan and
kept him on the defensive despite the resourcefulness of his approach
and the subtlety of his misrepresentations. We are struck by the fact that
the full report of the meetings gives an appreciation of the atmosphere
of the talks no condensed summary can convey.

Walter Robertson and I hope to meet with the Secretary today on
your 364 which anticipates questions which will probably arise in the
near future. We concur that the question of what degree of perform-
ance on Americans will be considered sufficient for our agreement on
representation ought to be deferred. There is considerable skepticism
as to whether we should be prepared to give on the representation
proposal to the extent that you suggest. The symbolic significance of
the representation issue has become magnified here and every angle
of any agreement we make will be exposed to the closest scrutiny in
many quarters. The GRC of course is watching us like a hawk on this.
Wellington Koo was in yesterday chiefly to stress the dangers implicit
in any concession on the representation issue going beyond students
who take the initiative to return to the mainland. I am sending you
a copy of this memorandum of conversation. It is true that friends
and relatives of Chinese in this country can now write them from
China, but this is not the same as writing to an officially designated
representing Embassy. I have no doubt that the Chinese Communists
have the resources to get the names and addresses of great numbers of
Chinese students in this country and to arrange for real or pretended
relatives in China to address the Indian Embassy in regard to them.
Thus the Indian Embassy might get involved in a mass of cases. This
would give the Chinese Communists the widespread access they want
to Chinese students in this country in practice, whether they have it in
theory or not. We hope to get an instruction to you on this by the end
of the week.

LSource: Department of State, Geneva Talks Files, Lot 72D415. Secret; Official—-
Informal. Printed from an unsigned copy.
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The information we got from Elting Arnold of Treasury, who is in
charge of Foreign Assets Control (our 429) does not afford you any-
thing useful for your discussions with Wang. As you can see, Treasury
has followed a very hard-boiled policy on remittances from Mainland
China for repatriation of Chinese. We can not thrash out the matter
with Treasury now because your instructions are so closely held. Of
course we do not anticipate any difficulty with them if the matter ever
comes to a head, since your instructions were explicitly approved by
the President. Actually it will be a good thing from an economic war-
fare standpoint to require the Communists to remit dollars to pay for
the travel of those who want to return.

I am enclosing a copy of the Ludwell Denny article from Geneva
which disturbed the Secretary and which seems to involve a leak some-
where. Nobody is accusing anyone of leaking. It is just that we are mys-
tified where all the information is coming from and trying to run down
all leads. It is not inconceivable that the information could have been
deduced by Denny from information supplied by Wang to Communist
correspondents.

I suppose you got the copy of the memorandum of conversation
of August 3 between Murphy, Robertson, Devaney and myself. I think
INS is well in line. I am proposing that we give them copies of those
parts of your conversations which directly concern their practices. I
believe it will help to keep them happy and insure that they are dis-
posed to cooperate fully.

We are considering your cable on a junior assistant to help you
when Ed Martin departs and Ralph Clough moves up. If we can raise
the money I would like to send one of our junior China Language offi-
cers. It would put a strain on us here but I believe he would be more
useful to you than an officer from a European post and it would be
very valuable experience for him. I am still awaiting word from you
as to whether you think Martin should stay on a few days after the
War College opens. I do not want to encourage this unless you consider
it highly desirable, but I believe the Commandant would agree if the
Department requested it at a high level. And I do not think it would
spoil the course for Ed since the first days are largely for orientation.
The added insight he will have on Chinese Communist aims and nego-
tiating tactics will be a very valuable contribution to the course at the
War College.

The Secretary is holding a press conference in a few minutes.
We will send you a transcript of the pertinent portions as soon as we
get it.

Good luck and good wishes,
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60. Letter from Johnson to McConaughy'

Geneva, August 10, 1955

Dear Walter:

This is just a very brief note to let you know that after I arrived here I
discovered there is only one pouch a week. For this reason I have covered
things more fully than I otherwise would by telegram. It is also undoubt-
edly for this reason I have as yet received nothing from you. It therefore
appears that our plan to keep in close touch by informal correspondence
is not of much use as far as short range matters are concerned.

I realize my volume of telegraphic correspondence is very heavy,
particularly the record of the meetings. However, I felt it important that
all of you know exactly what is being said and pouch service is too slow
to be of any practical use. I have followed the practice of attempting to
give you the highlights by priority message as soon as we come back
from each meeting and then sending the more complete record by fol-
lowing message. I know that during the Korean armistice I found this
most helpful. However, if you have any other suggestions or would pre-
fer we further condense the record of the meetings, please let me know.

As I have indicated in my messages, I feel very satisfied with the
situation and feel my instructions have enabled me to keep on top of it.

Ed Martin has been of tremendous help and has greatly added to
whatever effectiveness I have had. I greatly appreciate the sacrifice he has
so cheerfully made as well as you and Walter making him available. I have
sent a message on my need for a junior officer when he leaves. In addition
to the record of the meetings I receive a quite heavy volume of correspond-
ence which requires replies and there are many other such chores.

Due to the Atomic Conference we are in very crowded quarters
although the Consulate General has done its very best. They were suc-
cessful in getting me a sitting room which has been very useful for
meeting people and doing some of our work. They supplied me with
a most excellent secretary who the three of us have very badly over-
loaded but I am hoping our volume of secretarial work will not remain
at its present level.

I was sorry not to be able to comply with the suggestion that I go
back to Prague last weekend, but it appeared to me here unthinkable at
this time. However, I have that part of my instructions [illegible in the

! Source: Department of State, Geneva Talks Files, Lot 72D415. Confidential;
Official-Informal. Johnson signed the original “Alex.” A handwritten note on the letter
indicates it was received on August 15.
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original] in mind and in fact desire to take maximum advantage [illegible
in the original] for personal as well as official reasons.

Iam very happy to see the press beginning to desist and believe we
are now getting down to the point we should be. The Secretary’s last
press conference was very helpful in this regard.

I have continued to shy away from a press backgrounder as it
would immediately be known to Wang and I feared it would entirely
break down the agreement on secrecy. I also feared it would also
encourage the high-powered group of correspondents who had gath-
ered here to stay on. However, I have been giving them individually
a little more than previously to offset what the Chinese have been
putting out. The Chinese leaks have been very indirect from a Chinese
correspondent to the Humanité correspondent to a non-communist
French correspondent. In the last few days I have particularly been
putting out the line that the central issue has been and remains the
release of Americans.

Regards to all.
Sincerely,

U. Alexis Johnson
American Ambassador

61. Telegram 401 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 11, 1955, 10 a.m.

401. From Johnson.

Briefed all members congressional group except Hinshaw yester-
day in very broad terms including representation issue. No mention
made and no question raised concerning any specific third countries.
Only reaction on representation was “why not?”. Some concern over
slowness talks which spontaneously ascribed Chinese. I said thought
no particular significance except narrowness Wang’s instructions and
slowness his communications.

Gowen

NOTE: Reference Deptel 428, CWO-FED.

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1155. Confidential; Priority.
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62. Telegram 402 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 11, 1955, 1 p.m.

402. From Johnson.
Following is text of draft agreement proposed today by Wang;:
QUOTE

Agreement on the question of the return of civilians of both sides
to their respective countries adopted by the Ambassadorial representa-
tives of the People’s Republic of China and the United States of Amer-
ica in their talks held in Geneva.

1. Both sides declare that the nationals of each side residing in the
other who desire to return to their respective countries are entitled to
depart for their respective countries. Civilians of the above description
who are involved in unfinished civil or criminal cases under the laws
of the country of their residence shall be entitled to the same right upon
the settlement of their civil or criminal cases.

2. In order to guarantee the implementation of the above principle,
the People’s Republic of China and the United States of America will
each entrust the Republic of India and the United Kingdom respectively
with the charge of the affairs of the return of civilians of the respective
countries residing in the other. The countries thus entrusted shall per-
form the following duties:

A. Upon the request of a civilian of one side residing in the other
who desires to return or upon the request of his government made in
his behalf the entrusted country shall make representations with the
government of the country in which this civilian is residing with a view
to settling his difficulty in departure;

B. In the event of a civilian of one side residing in the other who
desires to return and who is being prevented from doing so, the
entrusted country shall, upon his personal request or the request in his
behalf by his government, conduct investigations and make represen-
tations with the government of the country in which the civilian con-
cerned is residing in accordance with the findings of the investigation
with a view to arriving at a settlement;

C. In the event of a civilian of one side residing in the other who
desires to return and who finds difficulty in paying off the return jour-
ney the entrusted country shall render him assistance on behalf of his
government.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1155. Official Use Only;
Priority.
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3. Upon the acceptance of the trusteeship described above by the
Republic of India and the United Kingdom in response to the requests
of the People’s Republic of China and the United States of America
respectively, both sides shall give wide publicity to the details of this
agreement by means of all available news media. The Republic of India
and the United Kingdom may also give similar publicity which they
consider appropriate in the United States of America and the People’s
Republic of China respectively.

UNQUOTE.

Gowen

63. Telegram 403 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 11, 1955, 1 p.m.

403. From Johnson.

At meeting this morning issue was clearly joined. In interest expe-
diting agreement and although not completely satisfactory to Chinese
Wang submitted “draft agreement” incorporating but somewhat broad-
ening along line anticipated Mytel 364, our representation proposal
(text by separate tel) and stated that if concluded “I will advise you
very soon concerning results review” cases detained American nation-
als. During course informal discussion he mentioned release fliers as
Chinese gesture and expectation gesture from US.

I stressed degree we have gone meeting their point of view, that
is removal all restrictions against Chinese in US, consideration rep-
resentation proposal, lack substantial results his last year’s promise
review cases Americans, length time Americans in prison, lack of value
representation proposal to Americans in China whose situation could
be resolved only by action his government, inequality situation two
groups nationals, and repeated with increasing directness agreement
representation not possible until action their part Americans.

During course considerable give and take Wang increasingly clear
in implication no action on Americans until representation agreement
but that such action would promptly follow agreement.

LSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1155. Confidential; Priority.
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Movement this morning was also explicitly in context agenda item
one completed with agreement on representation and desire move on
immediately to agenda item two.

Next meeting Saturday, August 13, 10 am.

While continuing give no info press on meetings am informally
taking line central issue has been and remains release Americans.

Gowen

64. Telegram 412 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 11, 1955, 6 p.m.

412. From Johnson.

At fifth meeting August 11, 10 am Wang, reading from prepared
statement, said he had carefully studied views both sides on question
return civilians to respective countries, especially my statement last
meeting. Said he thought there had been approach of views between
two sides and progress in talks. Regarding problem Chinese nationals,
including students, in US he said he had proposed US should remove
all prohibitions and measures preventing their return, including dead-
lines which increased their difficulties. Had noted with satisfaction
that US not restraining any Chinese civilian wanting return. Further,
had noted my categorical assurance Chinese students not being pre-
vented from leaving US and that all restraining orders affecting Chi-
nese nationals, including Dr. Tsien, had been rescinded. Continued that
I had also agreed Chinese national applying for or granted permanent
residence in US should be permitted travel anytime to any destination
their choice without giving reason. Regarding deadlines, he had noted
my statement each case sympathetically considered on own merits and
Immigration Service giving reasonable time.

Wang continued he welcomed all these statements which facili-
tated progress of talks. Said I had also met his proposal by submitting
list 76 names for which he expressed satisfaction. Meanwhile, he felt
bound to point out that although given list of Americans in China I
had failed provide list all Chinese, including students, in US. This fail-
ure regrettable and he reserved right put forward this demand again

LSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1155. Confidential.
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in future. Regarding American nationals in China he had indicated
when he handed me list that all ordinary Americans could depart
anytime so long as not involved in civil cases or had made reason-
able arrangements regarding civil cases. American civilians who had
committed crimes would be treated with leniency according to their
crimes and behavior and those with good behavior would be granted
commutation of sentence and early departure. Captured personnel
from Korean War who had chosen not to return could leave at any-
time they desired. Regarding military personnel who had commit-
ted crimes, 15 had been released at different times. Said he had also
informed me that Chinese Government reviewing cases American
nationals who have applied return their country. Cases of Americans
who had committed crimes being reviewed individually. In order
safeguard interests nationals both sides he had proposed each should
entrust third country of choice with care of affairs these nationals;
in first place affair of their return. He deemed this proposal meets
interests nationals both sides. Obviously, affairs concerning return
nationals both sides closely connected with other affairs in their coun-
try of residence and his proposal should therefore not be regarded as
exceeding terms of reference agenda item one.

Wang continued saying at last meeting I had stated US Govern-
ment considering certain arrangement. He then proceeded repeat
almost word for word arrangement I had suggested previous meet-
ing. He went on to say in opinion his government this arrangement
could not satisfy demands of nationals both sides, especially Chinese
nationals in US. However in interest speedily reaching agreement on
first agenda item he was ready agree basically such arrangement as
first step in safeguarding interests nationals both sides. Based on state-
ment made by both sides he would like propose draft agreement to be
adopted as the agreement reached in these talks concerning question
return civilians both sides to their respective countries. Wang then read
draft agreement quoted Mytel 402.

Wang then stated I might recall his statement at first meeting that
so long as both sides adopted conciliatory attitude would not be dif-
ficult agree on question return civilians to respective countries. Now
joint agreement had been reached unanimously on majority of points
under item one. Expressed hope it possible speedily to adopt draft
agreement. After above draft agreement adopted by both sides he
would advise me “very soon” re cases US nationals who had applied
leave China.

I told Wang I was sorry I unable share his view that we as close to
agreement as he appeared indicate. Said we came to discuss question
nationals of both sides who prevented from returning their country. As
Wang had pointed out this morning US Government had removed all
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preventive departure orders against Chinese civilians, including that on
Dr. Tsien. There remained no governmental measure preventing depar-
ture Chinese. This fully met Wang’s request of me this regard.

I said I was confident there are no practical difficulties which
would prevent Chinese in US from proceeding their country if they
desired do so. However in effort fully to meet his point of view I had
outlined an arrangement which my government considering regarding
third party representation. I again wanted contrast situation Americans
in China who wished depart with that of Chinese in US. All Chinese
nationals now free depart. However in case Americans in China sit-
uation same as at time talks began. Solely measures taken by Wang's
government prevented departure these Americans. No third country
representation arrangement could remove those obstacles. Only action
by his government could clear road for departure Americans detained
against their will in China.

I added I was pleased to learn at meeting August second and
repeated today that Wang’s government reviewing cases Americans in
China including those in jail. I also had carefully noted statement his
government intended take measures with respect to them out of spe-
cial consideration. I expressed hope these measures would be such that
Americans now prevented from leaving his country would be free to
depart. If this done promptly I was confident it would establish basis
on which it would be possible work out arrangement such as I had
suggested last meeting and he suggested today. Otherwise I feared it
would be very difficult to do so.

I told Wang that speaking very frankly I was sure he appreciated
problem of public opinion in US faced by my government on this ques-
tion. I had referred to this in my statement August 2nd. My govern-
ment had taken very far reaching measures regarding Chinese in US
and also, in response his request, had told him of arrangement on rep-
resentation we considering. I said I frankly did not believe it possible
for my government make any announcement or enter any agreement
to be publicly announced at this time without more in way of results
on problem my nationals which I had come to discuss. Said I had spo-
ken very frankly because I wanted him understand my problem. In
meantime I said my government and I would study Wangs proposal
and might have something further to say on it later but wanted him to
understand exact situation this regard.

Wang replied he had noted my remarks. Regarding civilians both
sides returning their country American side had its viewpoint and
his side also had own viewpoint. He recalled that in talks conducted
last year he had made clear the general principles of his government
on question nationals both sides residing in other country. Said his
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government had same policy toward all foreign nationals in China,
including Americans. These classified two categories: ordinary aliens
and those who breached Chinese law. So long as ordinary civilian
free of unsettled case in China he allowed freely to leave. Those who
had breached Chinese law also granted lenient treatment according
Chinese law. Recent release of 11 airmen was evidence of great con-
tribution made by his government in present talks. He recalled Chou
En-lai in statement to People’s Congress, July 30, had said number
Americans in China small and this problem easily settled. Further-
more as he had just informed me so long as he had agreement on his
draft proposal he would advise me very soon on results of review of
cases by his government.

Wang continued he must frankly point out, though he did not
intend go into it, bitter plight Chinese nationals, including students, in
US past years. Chinese people very excited in their sentiments regard-
ing bitter plight innocent Chinese nationals and students in US. Chi-
nese nationals in US including students faced difficulties in US just as
I had pointed out US nationals in China facing difficulties. If it were
not that nationals both sides having difficulties there would have been
no reason to meet here. As result exchange views past four meetings
he had indicated to me Chinese welcomed attitude of American side.
Although not entirely satisfied with arrangement suggested on fourth
proposal in interest of progress of talks he prepared to use conciliation
and compromise and was ready accept arrangement proposed by me.
Draft agreement he had put forward was only more detailed version
of one I had suggested last meeting. In the main it was same one I had
advanced. Said he regarded such arrangement as means of settling
problem. It showed his side willing avoid more debate this question
and reach agreement in conciliatory way.

I replied to Wang that of course our governments each had its
point of view and our task was one of reconciling these viewpoints.
It seemed to me that my government although Wang not completely
satisfied had gone nearly whole way in meeting desires his govern-
ment. So far as American nationals concerned whatever Wang might
feel regarding his nationals in US most Americans had been in jail for
long period. At our meetings last year I had understood these cases
being investigated. More than year now passed and majority these
people still in prison. I hoped his government would now find it pos-
sible to expedite measures he had spoken of in order that this problem
could be resolved. Said I would examine his proposal in light of what
I had just said. Hoped by next meeting he might have some sugges-
tion to meet problem I faced.
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Wang replied ways should be found beneficial to both sides
in joint effort solve problem our nationals. That is why they had
accepted arrangement I suggested last meeting. If we proceed on basis
this arrangement future progress on question of nationals would be
expedited. He welcomed spirit in which I had spoken this morning
concerning talks. In interest of reaching agreement, willingness for
conciliation and compromise must exist both sides. We two ambassa-
dors were sitting face to face but if we did not make effort reach one
another could not accomplish anything. If each would hold out his
hand problems could be solved. Each side must approach other and
as he had stated so long as both sides displayed sincerity he would
be able to advise me regarding cases of Americans now under review.

I responded that I supposed each thought his side had gone far-
ther than other. I felt that we had gone farthest. Representation pro-
posal did not originate with us but with him. I had proposed my
arrangement at last meeting in effort meet his point of view. However
did not see how it helped solve problem faced by American nation-
als. Their problems could only be solved by action his government.
Wang replied that in course of talks important thing not what each
side claimed it had done but for each side to see what other had done.
So long as both sides showed sincerity would not be difficult over-
come our problems.

I said I hoped that he could help. So far I had nothing to show my
government regarding problem my nationals and asked if he would
have something by Saturday. Wang replied there were two separate
problems. One was arrangement regarding return of nationals of both
sides and the other was measures to be taken by his government.
Agreement on detailed arrangement would be test of sincerity each
side regarding this question. So long as both sides showed spirit of sin-
cerity he believed it would not be difficult to find solution.

I proposed next meeting Saturday, 10 am.

Gowen
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65. Telegram 417 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 11, 1955, 7 p.m.

417. From Johnson. Re Deptel [Embtel] 364 and reports on today’s
meeting.

As I see situation question of principle is one difficult for me to
pursue further since substantially all Americans are being detained on
pretext crimes and claims. CHICOMS have consistently claimed they
adhere to principle all Americans free depart unless have committed
crimes or have civil claims pending against them. On one hand I can-
not argue principle we willing permit Chinese depart even if they have
committed crimes and on other have been trying avoid being drawn
into fruitless morass of discussing CHICOM justice with them. There-
fore I have been attempting keep discussion within framework practi-
cal situations.

Today’s meeting makes clear that CHICOM asking price for fur-
ther action on release Americans is representation arrangement. Pres-
ent CHICOM position asking US for performance on representation
arrangement in return for promise on Americans is clearly unacceptable.

However problem we will be facing is how many Americans
we insist on in return representation arrangement. I have up to this
time and will as long as it seems useful talk in terms “all Americans”
although in context give and take at today’s meeting I left door open for
something short of that.

Do not feel we will obtain release any further Americans prior to
agreement on representation but that we should strive for simultane-
ous announcement release Americans with announcement agreement
on representation.

At Saturday’s meeting I plan again to press Wang on release
Americans possibly obliquely suggesting simultaneous announce-
ment as mentioned above and argue against broadening our sug-
gested arrangement on representation.

Would appreciate Dept’s preliminary reactions to Wang’s “draft
agreement”.

Gowen

NOTE: Reference believed to be EMBTEL 364 from Geneva. Mr. Wad-
dell’s office (FE) notified 8/11/55 5:24 p.m. EMB CWO

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1155. Confidential; Priority;
Limit Distribution.
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66. Telegram 418 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 11, 1955, 8 p.m.

418. From Johnson.

Following are our general observations thus far. While Wang has
been bargaining hard he has been avoiding uncompromising and
extreme positions usually taken by Communist negotiators. At today’s
meeting in particular his review of my previous statements was nota-
bly accurate and devoid of usual attempts at distortion and misrepre-
sentation. In fact he seemed entirely to accept my previous statements
as meeting the requests embodied in his points two and three and while
mentioning point one in effect dropped it. He is acting much more in
tradition of old time Chinese bargainer than Communist diplomat.

He has almost completely avoided usual Communist cliches and
language as interpreted by his translator which is basis reports our
messages tends be considerably more brittle than in original Chinese.

He is uniformly courteous at meetings and I now have definite
impression from manner as well as substance that they desire reach
agreements.

Gowen

LSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1155. Confidential.

67. Telegram 466 to Geneva'
Washington, August 11, 1955.

466. For Johnson.

Your 402, 403 and 417. Our objections to Wang’s draft agreement
summarized separate telegram. You will be instructed in time for
August 13 meeting.

FYI. We wish avoid formal agreement with Chinese Commu-
nists. Prefer unilateral US declaration which would be matched by

LSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1155. Secret; Priority. Drafted
by Dulles and McConaughy. The time of transmission is illegible.
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corresponding Chinese Communist declaration. We are considering
draft declaration reading as follows:

QTE/1. The United States of America declares that Chinese nation-
als in the United States who desire to return to the China mainland are
entitled to depart for the China mainland.

2. The Embassy of the Republic of India in the USA is authorized to
assist in such return as follows:

(a) If a Chinese National believes that, contrary to the above dec-
laration, he is encountering official obstruction in departure, he may so
inform the Indian Embassy and the Indian Embassy will, if desired by
the C.PR., intervene on such civilian’s behalf with the Government of
the United States.

(b) If a Chinese national in the USA who desires to return to the
China mainland has difficulty in paying for his return journey, the
Indian Embassy may render him the financial assistance needed to per-
mit of his return.

3. The Government of the United States will give wide publicity to
the foregoing provisions of this Declaration and the Embassy of India
in the USA may also do so.

4. This Declaration shall remain in force for at least 90 days and
thereafter until notice of termination has been given by the Government
of the United States to the Indian Embassy in the USA.

5. The provisions of Paragraphs 2, 3 and 4 hereof shall come into
force when a corresponding Declaration (with the substitution of
the Government of the United Kingdom for the Government of the
Republic of India) has been made by the C.P.R. UNQUOTE.

Transmit your reaction immediately so that we may have the bene-
fit of your views before instructions drafted tomorrow afternoon.

Dulles

68. Letter from Johnson to McConaughy'

Geneva, August 11, 1955
Dear Walter:

Just a very hasty note this morning before I leave for the meeting
to thank you for your letter of August 8 which arrived yesterday. I find

! Source: Department of State, Geneva Talks Files, Lot 72D415. Secret; Official-
Informal. Johnson signed the original “Alex.”
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that because of the Atomic Conference there is a pouch leaving today in
which I will send this letter.

With regard to the four names, Ralph states he had left them off
because they were not on the list Gowen gave the Chinese on May 30th.
They have now been added and I do not see this has necessarily raised
any particular difficulty.

As we said in our telegram, we had not seen the Denny article
and had no idea what it said until your letter. Ralph is the only one
who has seen Denny, and he tells me that he definitely did not make
any statement to Denny along the lines quoted and I am sure that this
is correct.

I feel very much it would have been a serious mistake for me to
press the point that the preponderance of Chinese students in the United
States maintain their allegiance to the GRC. Wang has been very careful
not to raise the issue of the allegiance of all students, as I am sure that
he knows the facts and the problems which this would present. We both
have been carefully talking only about Chinese who desire to return.
Any such sweeping statement on my part would immediately raise the
question of how do we know, and it seems to me clearly lead to a pro-
posal for polling all students by some third country, which is exactly the
issue we are trying to avoid. If we get into any hot, heavy debate on the
subject, it is something I have very much in the back of my mind but do
not expect that we will do so.

I gave you my feeling on the press backgrounder in my last letter,
and I still feel that I have been right. I am confident that in spite of the
strain to which they have been subjected, my relations with the corre-
spondents are still on a friendly and sympathetic basis. I have taken
a great deal of time in seeing them individually, talking about what I
could talk about, explaining my position on secrecy and they are very
understanding.

I'hope you will continue frankly to keep me informed so that I can
promptly clear up any questions as to why I do or do not do this or that.

Sincerely,

U. Alexis Johnson
American Ambassador

P.S. As another brief note, going back over the record, we noted
that when on August 2 Wang gave me a list of Americans and said the
cases of those who had been convicted of offenses were being reviewed,
he carefully omitted that statement in regard to Downey and Fecteau,
who were put in a separate category. This reinforces my belief they are
going to be the most difficult and I am not quite sure how best to handle
it. While I am of course going to push the maximum on their cases, at
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the same time I hope to avoid doing anything that would jeopardize
the release of the others. I would welcome any ideas you have on the
subject.

UAJ

69. Telegram 425 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 12, 1955, 3 p.m.

425. From Johnson. Reference: McConaughy’s August 10 letter.
Martin departing August 16.

Gowen

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1255. Official Use Only.

70. Telegram 4 from Geneva to Hong Kong'

Geneva, August 12, 1955, 3 p.m

426. From Johnson.

It would be helpful if you could inform me number Chinese stu-
dents from US who have arrived Hong Kong en route Communist
China since August 1 and transmit such figures on a continuing basis
whenever any significant change.

Gowen

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1255. Official Use Only.
Repeated to the Department of State as telegram 426.
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71.  Telegram 428 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 12, 1955, 4 p.m.

428. From Johnson.

Deptel 466 just received 2:35 p.m. due to overloaded code facilities
here.

1. Believe form should be unilateral simultaneous declarations
agreed in advance and issued here as suggested my 317 [417].

2. Do not see necessity for phrase “if desired by CPR” in para 2(A).

3. Believe desirable particularly on behalf Americans in China
retain element of investigation validity complaint suggested in my
original presentation.

4. Believe 90 day limit as presently worded not (repeat not) desir-
able as carries erroneous implication that at end 90 days US may no
longer be willing permit departure Chinese aliens. If 90 day limitation
considered necessary believe should be limited to para two.

5. Para 5 would tend destroy our present bargaining position in
using representation agreement as cheese to obtain Americans and
would not be necessary under concept in para one above. CHICOMS
could well fully subscribe this agreement and continue hold Americans
whom they allege have committed crimes or have unsettled claims.

Do not believe it necessary or desirable submit counter proposal
tomorrow. Believe we require further time for careful study and deci-
sion on any counter proposal and at tomorrow’s meeting I can confine
myself to debate on CHICOM broadening our proposal, if Department
concurs, suggesting form unilateral simultaneous declarations, say we
are still studying and will have further observations later. Also will con-
tinue press Wang on release Americans along lines I followed at last
meeting.

Gowen

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1255. Secret; Niact.
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72.  Telegram 429 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 12, 1955, 4 p.m.

429. From Johnson.

Am not clear on thinking underlying draft declaration contained
Deptel 466 but from content assume thought might be to issue entirely
unilaterally, possibly publicly as final effort in these negotiations. If
such is case I do not believe that point yet reached in negotiations here.
By throwing down public challenge to CHICOMS at this point seems
to me would retard rather than expedite release. If we are willing enter
into any representation arrangement before release any Americans
I believe we can accomplish much more in context negotiations here by
my working out with Wang an agreed public statement which would
be in form individual unilateral declarations of which other would take
note. I would strive have included in his statement as firm and definite
commitment as could be obtained on release imprisoned Americans in
particular.

Gowen

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1255. Secret; Niact.

73. Telegram 470 to Geneva'

Washington, August 12, 1955

470. For Johnson.

Your 402 and 417. Department reaction is Wang draft

1. represents no basic advance over Chinese Communist posi-
tion of 1954 on detained Americans. Cases all detained Americans
are classified by Communists as criminal or civil, and there is still no
commitment to release them until QUOTE settlement UNQUOTE to
Communist satisfaction.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1155. Secret; Priority; Niact.
Drafted by McConaughy. The time of transmission is illegible.
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2. Provision for QUOTE Investigation upon request of Government
UNQUOTE would destroy strictly limited nature contemplated repre-
sentation arrangement by making it possible for CPR through Indian
Embassy request investigation of and make representations regarding
unlimited numbers Chinese in US.

Other objections exist in matters of detail but they are secondary to
these basic objections which disqualify proposal.

Dulles

74.  Telegram 478 to Geneva'

Washington, August 12, 1955, 7:46 p.m.

478. For Johnson. Your 428.

1. Agree form should be unilateral simultaneous declarations and
our 466 was designed to suggest the form of such a declaration.

2. QTE If desired by C.PR. UNQTE can be deleted at your discre-
tion. We proposed it with a view to creating a situation such that in the
C.PR. Declaration the Government of the United Kingdom would not
be obligated to seek the return of American turncoats in China whom
we do not want to get back.

3. See no objection to insertion in 2(a) of words QTE if it deems
such a complaint valid UNQTE as precondition to intervention on civil-
ians’ behalf. Some such language would conform to your original pre-
sentation which is unobjectionable.

4. 90-day clause was designed to permit of subsequent modifica-
tion if conditions change. We do not want to be committed in perpetu-
ity to a situation where Chinese Communist spies could operate in this
country, knowing that if caught there would never be any penalty other
than their prepaid first-class ticket to China. However, possibly it is
sufficient to drop out reference to 90 days and merely provide that the
Declaration shall be valid until notice of termination given or possibly
nothing need be said explicitly about termination as long as it is under-
stood that it is not necessarily in perpetuity but subject to reasonable
termination.

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1255. Secret; Priority. Drafted
by Dulles; cleared by Robertson and McConaughy.
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5. We do not understand what you mean as the Declaration
referred to includes of course the whole Declaration, including para-
graph numbered one which the Chinese could not subscribe to and
continue hold Americans. In other words the Chinese Communists
do not get benefit of Indian participation unless and until they have
declared that all American nationals in Communist China who desire
to return to the USA are entitled to depart.

We do not suggest you should submit counterproposal until in
your judgment this is appropriate or until otherwise instructed. At
some point, however, we feel it may be necessary to submit a concrete
proposal in form which could be subsequently made public in the event
that no agreement is reached.

At your meeting tomorrow, we think it of utmost importance that
you should firmly reject the objectionable features of the CHICOM pro-
posal (your 402 Depts 470). We doubt whether you should be stating
that you are QTE still studying UNQTE giving the impression that we
are uncertain and open to persuasion. It seems to us that a firm negative
reaction will probably be more productive.

Dulles

75.  Letter 3 from Johnson to McConaughy'

Letter No. 3 Geneva, August 12, 1955

Dear Walter:

Thanks very much for your letter of August 10. I understand the
same more frequent pouch schedule will be in effect through next week
so I will take full advantage of it.

I had thought that my previous telegram on a replacement for Ed
Martin had overtaken your letter. Therefore I had not replied to this
point. However, I today sent a telegram simply stating that he was
leaving August 16th. As I previously said, Ed has been invaluable to
me here and I greatly regret his going. If there were any possible way

! Source: Department of State, Geneva Talks Files, Lot 72D415. Secret; Official-
Informal. Johnson signed the original “Alex.”
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of keeping him without sacrificing his opportunity to go to the War
College I would certainly want to do so. However, I do not see that
a few days one way or the other is going to make much difference as
long as he is leaving in any event, and, therefore, have agreed to his
leaving in time for him to get back for the opening. I also feel that it
will be very useful to both of us for him to have the opportunity to
discuss fully with you in Washington the situation here as we see it.
He plans to come to the Department just as quickly as he arrives.

I am particularly anxious that he discuss with you the question of
broadening the scope of representation as suggested in my 364. So I will
defer any discussion of that in this letter.

I appreciated the information on income tax clearance for depart-
ing aliens. I was aware of this requirement when I was discussing the
matter with Wang, but I am glad to have the exact information. As you
will see from the full report of the meeting, the discussion was in the
context of exit permits. I was trying to make my statement just as strong
as possible and believe that it is fully correct within the context. It seems
to me that it goes without saying that before anyone departs he should
take care of his obligations, including taxes. It just points out that Treas-
ury handles income tax matters in the manner it does. It is in no sense
a control over the departure of aliens. I intend to stand on statements I
have made in this regard.

Thanks very much for the Denny article, which we had not seen.
As you observed, most of the article is deduction on the basis of a few
scraps of information, and not very good deduction at that.

The Secretary’s last press conference was of tremendous help to
me. I was able to point out to correspondents here that he said almost
exactly what I have been saying to them. Please thank the Secretary for
me. I believe our press problem is now rapidly approaching its proper
proportion.

Sincerely,

U. Alexis Johnson
American Ambassador
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76. Letter from McConaughy to Johnson'

Washington, August 12, 1955

Dear Alex:

We have decided to send Douglas Forman, FSO—4, to assist you
when Ed Martin leaves. We are awaiting word as to whether you intend
to request a short extension of Ed’s stay before we issue Doug’s travel
orders. He will be severely missed in CA and it does not seem necessary
to send him until about the time that Ed will be leaving.

Doug is well qualified for the assignment. He has been doing most
of the leg-work on your messages here and is thoroughly familiar with
the issues, both from his service here and his experience in Hong Kong.
He is an able and dependable officer and is good in Chinese. Ed and
Ralph can tell you more about him.

There has been quite a debate here as to whether USIA should be
allowed to give normal “straight” news play to the story of the mis-
treatment of the eleven airmen. Naturally they would not be allowed to
“play it up” while the Geneva talks are going on. Everybody is agreed
that we should not do anything to inflame the Chinese Communists
needlessly or afford them a pretext for continuing to hold the remain-
ing Americans. The question is whether straight normal news play,
without comment or beating of the drums, accurately reflecting the
attention received by the story in the American press, would be hurtful.
The present instruction is for them to play it down—in effect suppress
it temporarily, and we understand Defense is instructing the airmen to
keep quiet for the present.

One piece of quite sensitive rumor, which is solely for your pri-
vate background info. Yesterday we saw the interrogation of one
of the eleven released airmen, Benjamin. He reported that he had
seen quite a bit of Fecteau for a while in prison. He said Fecteau had
been able to give him bits and pieces of his story. Fecteau expressed
some doubt as to whether the two American pilots of his plane had
been killed in the crash. He said the plane landed fairly flat with-
out any lethal impact. He said he regretted to have to admit that he
and Downey had left the vicinity of the plane immediately without
investigating what happened to the two pilots so he had no real evi-
dence. Personally I am quite skeptical that the pilots are still alive.
It is doubtful if the Chinese Communists would have any motive
for public announcement that they were dead if this was not the
case. In any event it is unlikely the pilots will ever turn up after the

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, Lot 72D415. Secret; Official-Informal.
The enclosure is not printed.
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announcement that they were killed. Of course, nothing has been
said about this to the next of kin or anyone else outside of a very
restricted group.

We are awaiting your reply to our 466 of last night regarding the
formula for parallel unilateral declarations. Your report giving the
detailed account of the fifth meeting on Thursday has just come in and
I have not had a chance to digest it yet. Since the pouch is closing, this
letter cannot wait.

Your 418 on Wang’s general negotiating attitude is of special inter-
est. I believe there is a tendency here to read less significance into his
conciliatory approach than you may be inclined to do from there. The
semblance of reasonableness and willingness to go part way may be
recognizable, but when his draft agreement is taken apart there is really
nothing in the way of tangible concession at all. There is as yet no assur-
ance that the Chinese Communist position on the Americans is any dif-
ferent from what it was last year. Undoubtedly they would be willing
to release the Americans in return for the sort of broad representation
arrangement which they are seeking. But a concession on this from us
is not to be expected. In the absence of a complete yielding by us on the
representation issue, can any substantial “give” by the Communists on
the detained Americans really be expected? Maybe so, but there is as
yet nothing we can rely on.

There is something of a feeling here that you do not need to show a
great measure of tolerance of Wang’s proposals when their terms reflect
no assured advance.

The Secretary does not like the idea of a formal agreement with the
Chinese Communists. He feels definitely that parallel unilateral decla-
rations are preferable, as indicated in our 466.

We are well aware of the tough row you have to hoe. The questions
coming up now are in a different sense more trying than the relatively
superficial press problem you had to wrestle with the first week.

We are naturally troubled as you are by the dilemma we may soon
be faced with if we have an opportunity to spring only part of our peo-
ple in return for a limited representation arrangement.

Enclosed is the transcript of the Secretary’s August 10 press
conference.

Good wishes,

Sincerely,
Walter P. McConaughy
Director for Chinese Affairs
Enclosure:
Transcript of Secretary’s press conference of August 10, 1955.
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77.  Telegram 448 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 12, 1955, 1 p.m.

448. From Johnson.

Wang opened this morning’s meeting with statement that if I
would immediately agree upon his draft agreement he would before
announcement thereof made give me and publicly release results
review those cases Americans both prisoners and exit permit cases in
which review completed. Was clear to us that gte review unqte not rpt
not qte completed unqte cases all Americans. In context satisfied gte
completion of reviews unqte meant release but was unable obtain any
indication number.

During course much give and take there was strong implication
that he was probably prepared accept my original formulation for third
party representation.

During course give and take I also obtained from him categorical
statement that cases all Americans including category (D) his August 2
list (Downey and Fecteau) being qte reviewed ungqte.

In reply I referred again to measures taken by US Government
permit departure Chinese, our categorical assurances none prevented
from departing and stated I had hoped results of qte review unqte on
Chinese side would permit him make same statement to me, that is no
American desiring return being detained. I stressed inequality of situ-
ation and expressed disappointment early settlement forecast by Chou
En-lai had not materialized. I could not consider agenda item one set-
tled until all Americans able return.

I then commented on draft agreement stating our original formu-
lation fully and adequately meets situation and that provision for gte
investigation upon request of government ungte entirely unnecessary.
I said I was not in position accept draft agreement or its present form
and reserved right for further comment.

Wang then pressed me to state any other objections. In reply I
pointed out second sentence first paragraph his draft offered nothing
to Americans detained in China.

I then outlined our thoughts on form of simultaneous unilateral
statements giving as rationale those matters “concerned internal affairs”
each country. I said any statement we made would include categorical
statements I had made to him during course of meeting on freedom
Chinese depart from US together with whatever arrangements made

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1255. Confidential; Niact.
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for third party representations. I said I would expect any statement
from his side to include whatever action they had taken with regard
to Americans and that I would hope and expect I would include cate-
gorical statement similar to that we have made concerning departure
Chinese together with arrangements for third party representation. I
said this was my tentative thinking at the moment not a formal pro-
posal but that I would embody my thoughts into a specific proposal at
our next meeting. Wang strongly resisted concept saying it would show
we had not been able agree. I pointed out that need not be case, that
he had perhaps misunderstood my concept which was that the unilat-
eral statements of which the other would take note would be released
by joint agreement. He would not agree to concept, pushing hard for
“joint announcement” along lines July 25 statement and our agreement
on agenda. I said rather than discuss further would give him concrete
suggestion next meeting.

I shared Wang’s concern over amount of time spent agenda item
one pointing out it could have immediately and expeditiously been
resolved by release all Americans in China. This would have “laid
sound basis” upon which we could enter into mutually acceptable
agreement on third party representation and permit fruitful discussion
other practical matters.

Next meeting Tuesday, August 16, 10 am. Comments follow.

Gowen

78. Telegram 452 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 13, 1955, 6 p.m.

452. From Johnson.

At sixth meeting, August 13, 10 a.m., Wang led off reading pre-
pared statement. Said at last meeting he had advanced draft agreement
concerning return civilians both sides to their respective countries,
based on arrangement I had suggested. He considered that although
arrangement could fully meet requirements American nationals in
China could not fully meet those of Chinese nationals US. Nevertheless
in interest reaching agreement he had basically accepted my proposal.

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1355. Confidential.
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Was regrettable I had been unable promptly adopt his draft agreement
last meeting.

Wang continued I had stated last meeting that measures taken
regarding Chinese nationals fully met desires Chinese side and that no
practical difficulties delayed departure Chinese nationals from US. This
not in accordance facts. As he had already pointed out to date Chinese
nationals especially students encountered all sorts obstacles to leaving
US. In every case of Chinese students who wanted return but whose
departure had been restricted many still unable to return up until now.
How could this be construed as meeting requirements Chinese side?
While he had furnished information all Americans in China I had failed
provide list all Chinese US. How could this be construed as fully meet-
ing requirements Chinese side? He had also pointed out third party
arrangement did not fully meet their needs. Therefore it could not be
construed as fully meeting his request. Nevertheless he endeavoring
reach agreement in spirit conciliation.

Wang said at last meeting I had raised question public opinion.
As he had already pointed out, if status Americans in China could be
known to American people in its entirety he believed they would real-
ize treatment these Americans just and lenient. However in present
American propaganda many things gravely provoked feeling Chinese
people. For example, Chinese Government took initiative release 11 air-
men. As result American newspapers and even official spokesmen had
seen fit direct all sort slanders against Chinese Government. Up to pres-
ent Chinese people viewed all such utterly unreasonable slanders with
extreme restraint. If one were to talk of things provoking public opinion
he would have to raise question of thousands Chinese volunteers from
Korea still detained. This caused strong feeling on part Chinese people.
However his side had refrained from raising this question both outside
and inside talks for if both sides dwelt on this type question results
would be propaganda debate unfavorable to talks.

Wang said Chinese Government had released 11 airmen on eve
of talks for purpose creating favorable effect on talks. Wang said he
had repeatedly expounded reasonable and lenient policy of Chinese
Government toward Americans in China. During year from initiation
talks last year to present, 38 Americans had left China as result review
their cases by Chinese Government. He had also informed me that Chi-
nese Government now reviewing cases Americans in China and that
he would advise me of results. In interest speedily reaching agreement
on return civilians both sides and in spirit of conciliation, he willing
make still another effort. Declared he “hereby instructed” inform me
that under condition of an agreement on return civilians both sides (it
was clear this referred to representation arrangement) Chinese Gov-
ernment prepared inform US side on results of cases of Americans
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in China review of whose cases completed. He would also agree to
announcement of results this review prior to announcement on agree-
ment regarding return civilians both sides.

When I asked Wang to clarify this statement he said his govern-
ment had basically accepted an arrangement proposed by me and had
worked it out in practical form. If we could reach agreement on this
draft agreement he could promptly inform me of results of review cases
of those Americans on whom reviews completed. If agreement could be
reached at today’s meeting he could tell me results today.

I'said I had understood at second meeting when he gave me names
of Americans in China divided into various categories that his statement
concerning reviewing cases and informing me of results did not apply
to those persons under category (D) described as American military
personnel committing crimes. I also mentioned our previous exchange
on this in which I had pointed out that classification two persons in this
category was erroneous as they were in fact civilians.

Wang replied as he had repeatedly informed me his government
prepared review all cases involving Americans in China. Asked to
repeat this statement he said reviews not confined to any single cat-
egory of Americans but applied to all and repeated “all cases being
reviewed”.

I said to Wang we had come here to discuss return of civilians to
their respective countries. I had informed him measures taken by my
country including the one man he had mentioned as being detained.
Said it was difficult for me to understand why it not possible for him
to do same regarding American nationals his country. If he was in posi-
tion now to inform me under certain conditions regarding steps taken
regarding some of our nationals it was obviously not completion of
review procedure that prevented our being given this information. I
would hope that results he able give me of review these cases would be
such that he could make same statement to me as I made to him. That is
that his government not preventing departure any American in China
who desired return to US. I had told him categorically my government
had taken all necessary remaining steps to permit return of any Chinese
nationals without exception to his country. At outset of talks I hoped
and expected he could make same statement to me regarding Amer-
icans in China. My government took action it did regarding Chinese
nationals in US in order promptly dispose of question under agenda
item one. I said it difficult reconcile situation still facing American
nationals in China with statement of his Prime Minister to which he
had referred that number of Americans in China small and question
could be easily settled.

I was expecting it possible equalize situation our two groups of
nationals and thus lay basis for mutually acceptable agreement on third



92 Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, Volume III, Supplement

party representation. That was best way lay ground for discussion next
agenda item.

Referring to Wang’s draft agreement I said it went considerably
beyond scope of suggestion I had told him being considered by my gov-
ernment. I reminded him my suggestion was that if any Chinese civilian
in US felt he being prevented from leaving he could communicate with
Indian Embassy which would take appropriate action. I stressed this
would apply to any Chinese civilian in US and that there would be no
hindrance whatsoever in their communicating with Embassy any way
they wished. We would expect any American civilian in China would
have same right with respect to British Embassy there. If this done it
seemed entirely unnecessary provide for action at request individual’s
government. Only each individual himself knew whether in fact he
desired return and whether he felt he being prevented from doing so
by government his country of residence. I believe formulation which I
said my government considering fully and adequately met situation.
Therefore I unable accept his draft agreement in present form.

I continued that during talk each of us had talked about meas-
ures which our governments had been considering or willing to take,
including question third party representation. It seemed almost all
these things involved internal matters each country. US had already
taken action regarding some these matters as I had said. Said Wang
had informed me certain actions his government has taken or will-
ing take. What I was leading up to was form of any understanding
we might reach. Seemed to me might be most practicable each make
public statement of action we had taken including action on third party
representation question. Each could take note in such public statement
of statements made by other. While we would agree to making of state-
ments and they would appear together this method would not involve
us in same problems as trying to reach agreement on any one text.
We would exchange texts of statements each proposed to make, the
two texts to embody understanding reached here. They would appear
together but would not be in form agreement.

I said what I have in mind was a statement that Ambassador
Wang had informed me his government had taken such and such steps
regarding Americans in China and making such and such arrangements
regarding third party representation. I would make similar statement
that US Government had taken such and such steps regarding Chinese
nationals US and making such and such arrangements regarding third
party representation. My statement regarding Chinese in US would
repeat assurances which I had given him here, that no Chinese desiring
to leave US being prevented and I would expect him to make similar
statement regarding Americans in China. I concluded that this only my
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tentative thinking and not formal proposal but I hoped incorporate it in
exact form for next meeting.

Wang inquired whether I differed in principle with respect to his
draft agreement.

I replied that as I had pointed out I differed on one point. It seemed
entirely unnecessary provide for action at request of individual’s gov-
ernment. I reserved right make further comment later on draft.

Wang declared we had already held six sessions on agenda item
one and that his side not satisfied that so much time spent on it. From
beginning he had given complete list Americans in China but American
side failed reciprocate. First paragraph draft agreement sets out very
clearly that nationals residing in other country wishing to return their
respective countries entitled to do so. Said we should not discuss return
civilians in abstract but find ways settle their return. As he had already
stated he had basically accepted our arrangement and naturally was
prepared to listen to our opinion on his draft agreement which was pre-
pared on basis arrangement suggested by US side. He felt there should
be concrete ideas on all points rather than abstract. He could perceive
only three possible alternatives regarding draft agreement, namely
rejection, acceptance or amendment. Since original arrangement had
been put forward by American side fourth meeting, he felt it difficult
understand why I could not form explicit opinion concerning draft
agreement.

Wang continued he could not agree to separate announcements. It
was very clear now as result joint declaration our governments that as
resultinitiative taken by US Government we were able sit down together
at Geneva. Furthermore at very beginning of talks joint announcement
had been made concerning agenda. These two communiques very well
received by world opinion. They were directed toward finding ways
and means to solve questions facing us.

Said he was puzzled that since we had agreed on common way to
find settlement these problems we could not agree to joint announce-
ment. Effect of separate announcement on public opinion would be that
we had failed find common method settle return of nationals. Impres-
sion would be each side had own way instead of common method
which would be reverting to original situation before discussions
began. It is not expressing sincerity to suggest separate announcement
on this question. This is not first time our governments have made joint
announcements or statements. He could not understand why today I
should suddenly find I could not agree to joint statement. Said my sug-
gestion was not conducive to progress present talks.

I said possibly I had not made myself clear. I was not suggesting
that announcements not be issued together but referred to form they
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should take. I said that rather than discuss further I would give him
concrete proposal next time.

Referring to draft agreement I said I did not see it solved problem
of Americans. Second sentence of first paragraph left every American
now being detained in exactly same situation as at beginning our talks. I
shared his concern regarding amount of time spent on first agenda item.
Also agreed it of little use discuss abstract principles. Said we have prac-
tical situation to resolve. First agenda item was return to their countries
of civilians desiring to return. Simple and quick way to resolve this. I
could not feel so far as Americans concerned agenda item one completed
until all Americans in China desiring to return were able to return.

Wang replied it unnecessary again say anything on departure
Americans from China. He had repeatedly said cases of Americans
in China under review and he would advise me results of review. He
wanted me to believe that he would do whatever he said he would do
and anything he not in position to do he would not say. For instance,
in case American airmen they not released as results these talks but
done by initiative on Chinese side to establish favorable atmosphere.
As to form for announcement of draft agreement he was ready to listen
to any opinion I had. Said there were already two precedents for joint
statements or communiques which were very good examples.

Next meeting Tuesday, Aug 16, 10 a.m.

Gowen

79. Telegram 457 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 13, 1955, 9 p.m.

457. From Johnson.

Developments at today’s meeting show that our tactics of keeping
representation arrangement as bait for release Americans has paid div-
idends. (I carefully avoided at today’s meeting asking “how many” as
such a question could not have been put without weakening stand on
release of all.)

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1355. Secret; Priority; Limit
Distribution.
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Question we now clearly face is whether we can or should pursue
this tactic further.

We all have strong impression from today’s meeting that it will not
be possible further to advance position we have gained without great
difficulty and much time.

Question therefore is what approach is going to get most Ameri-
cans out in shortest time. Related to this is question whether we are jus-
tified in taking action which will result those Americans whose release
we can now obtain remaining in prison because we strive to obtain
simultaneous release large number or all of them. I refrain from com-
menting on cold-blooded attitude CHICOMS which has brought about
this situation but simply say it is fact we must face in dealing with these
people however distasteful it may be.

We have carefully discussed among ourselves all aspects problem
and have come conclusion that course in best overall interests detained
Americans is to reach some agreement on representation at present
point.

First we strongly feel that I would not in forseeable future be able to
move Chinese off of legalistic approach to individual American cases.
They are not going take simultaneous action on cases all Americans
which would jeopardize their ability maintain public pretense action
is result workings “justice”. I have tried hard avoid backing them into
corner where they could not do this and believe any other course would
only indefinitely delay release of any Americans regardless strength
Chinese desire get ahead to item two.

Second we believe that after release of first group we will be able
maintain steady pressure for release of remainder during course talks
on “other practical matters”. CHICOMS obviously very anxious get to
“other practical matters” and while they will want much we not able
give believe we should be able play hand so as to continue pressure
for release. I now have commitment for “review” all cases including
Downey and Fecteau and can take maximum advantage all opportuni-
ties exploit this. Of course CHICOMS could continue hold remaining
prisoners for further bargaining but they may well estimate prisoners
are diminishing asset and I do not exclude possibility of fairly prompt
release remainder. Of course, before agreeing proceed second agenda
item we would reserve right revert agenda item one as long as any
Americans detained.

Third, they have come so far on substance our representation
proposal that it is difficult maintain further discussion this except in
context straight trade for release Americans. In fact this point virtually
reached at today’s meeting. In this connection believe it helpful recall
that original concept before these talks was that agreeing to representa-
tion proposal would assist in obtaining release Americans. I undertook
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tactic use as bait obtain release some Americans and avoid anticipated
CHICOM tactic of asserting agenda item one completed with agree-
ment on representation. Believe it would be mistake now to extend this
tactic to point of making release all Americans price of representation
agreement.

If Dept agrees with foregoing position it will be very important
that at Tuesday’s meeting I have the maximum discretion Dept is will-
ing to give me and instructions on our minimum positions on points at
issue.

I would plan at Tuesday’s meeting to present Wang with a draft
of simultaneous unilateral statements to be issued by joint agreement
accordance our agreement on private nature these talks. (See following
tel for text.)

For best bargaining position I would require considerable discre-
tion exact language we would be willing accept so that I can press him
for agreement and reach firm as possible understandings. Possibility
should not be excluded he willing reach immediate agreement and
make statement public.

I do not believe I should be in position of asking him how many
they are releasing before entering into agreement on representation, or
being required to haggle over numbers or in any way ever to imply that
we are satisfied with anything other than release of all. Do not believe
I should go any further toward bald position of bargaining representa-
tion agreement against Americans.

I will also require instructions on our minimum position on enlarg-
ing scope of representation proposal to include governmental inqui-
ries or inquiries from families. There were some indications at today’s
meeting Wang may be prepared recede on this point and I will of course
press hard on it. However if we are willing to concede in any way (and
I believe we should for reasons set forth my tel 364) it would be of max-
imum bargaining use to me at Tuesday’s meeting.

If Dept does not accept foregoing general approach situation is
such I do not at moment see any alternative for Tuesday’s meeting
other than asking him for numbers of Americans they prepared now
to release (which I think undesirable for reasons stated above), indicate
number is unsatisfactory, and recess talks, at least on item one, until they
have “completed review” of more or all cases (I would have to indicate
which) and we would then have to be prepared on that position.

Will remain Hotel Du Rhone tomorrow from 2 p.m. in event Dept
believes any phone discussion possible or desirable.

Gowen
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80. Telegram 458 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 13, 1955, 9 p.m.

458. From Johnson. Re Mytel 457.

Propose hand Wang following draft text “agreed announcement”
next meeting (to be released following Wang’s unilateral announce-
ment results “review” cases detained Americans promised today):

“Ambassadors of USA and PRC have agreed to announce the meas-
ures which their respective governments have adopted with respect to
return of nationals of each located in country of other. With respect to
Chinese nationals residing in US, Ambassador Johnson on behalf of US
Government has informed Ambassador Wang that:

“1. USA recognizes that Chinese nationals in US who desire return to
PRC are entitled do so and declares that no Chinese national who desires
depart US for PRC is being prevented from doing so. This includes all those
Chinese nationals who were at one time prevented from departing US.

“2. Embassy of Republic of India in US will be authorized assist
return to PRC of those Chinese nationals who desire to do so as follows:

“(A) If a Chinese national believes that contrary to declared policy
of US he is encountering official obstruction in departure he may so
inform Indian Embassy and Indian Embassy will, if it deems such com-
plaint valid and if desired by PRC, intervene on such national’s behalf
with Government of US.

“(B) If a Chinese national in US who desires to return to PRC has
difficulty paying return journey, Indian Embassy may render him
financial assistance needed to permit his return.

“3. Government of US will give wide publicity to foregoing
arrangements and Embassy of India in US may also do so.

With respect to American nationals residing in PRC, Ambassador
Wang has informed Ambassador Johnson on behalf of PRC that:

“1. PRC recognizes that American nationals in PRC who desire
return to US are entitled to do so and declares that no American national
who desires to depart PRC for US is being prevented from doing so.
This includes all those American nationals who were at one time pre-
vented from departing PRC.

“2. Embassy of UK in PRC will be authorized to assist return to US
of those American nationals who desire to do so as follows:

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1355. Secret; Priority; Limit
Distribution.
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“(A) If an American national believes that contrary to declared pol-
icy of PRC he is encountering official obstruction in departure he may
so inform UK Embassy and UK Embassy will, if it deems such com-
plaint valid and if desired by US, intervene on such national’s behalf
with Government of PRC.

“(B) If an American national in PRC who desires return to US has
difficulty paying return journey, UK Embassy may render him financial
assistance needed to permit his return.

“3. Government of PRC will give wide publicity to foregoing
arrangements and Embassy of UK in PRC may also do so.”

Since Wang will almost certainly reject foregoing statement on
grounds that his government is not yet prepared state that all Ameri-
cans, including those who have been detained, are free to leave, I would
like to be in position to agree to substitute paragraph one somewhat
along following lines:

Begin quote

PRC recognizes that American nationals in PRC who desire return
to US are entitled do so and declares that aside from those American
nationals previously prevented from leaving PRC whose release has
just been announced PRC has undertaken speedily review cases all
remaining Americans whose departure being prevented by reason of
imprisonment or otherwise and promptly settle these cases in spirit of
foregoing declaration of policy.

End quote

In anticipated event that agreement on representation reached
without assurance all Americans are being released, I would also pro-
pose following announcement be released to press here:

Begin quote

In view of fact that Ambassador Wang has informed Ambassador
Johnson that___ Americans, review of whose cases completed, are being
permitted depart for US and that his government is proceeding expe-
ditiously with review of cases of remaining Americans detained, two
Ambassadors have agreed suspend for time being further discussion of
agenda item one pending completion of review these cases by PRC and
will at their next meeting proceed to discussion agenda item two. It is
understood that discussions of agenda item one may be resumed upon
initiative of either Ambassador.

End quote

With reference para 4 Deptel 428 [478] I had always assumed we
could not and would not agree blanket return any Chinese whatever
crime he may have committed. I have been taking maximum advantage
fact as far as we know or CHICOMS have alleged no Chinese desir-
ing return now under arrest. Believe I have thus far been successful
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in avoiding issue what we would do this event. Above draft attempts
focus on practical situation rather than raising this still theoretical issue.
However if we can and are willing assure departure even for limited
period of any Chinese regardless crime he may have committed would
appreciate being informed. Not sure this would strengthen my bargain-
ing position but would like to be in position use if it seems desirable.

Gowen

81. Telegram 492 to Geneva'

Washington, August 13, 1955, 6:19 p.m.

492. For Johnson. Your 448.
We feel very satisfied with the line you have taken.

We would be willing to have a joint statement which would say in
effect:

QUOTE The USA and the CPR have respectively declared on the one
hand that Chinese nationals in the US who desire to return to the Chinese
mainland are now free to do so, and on the other hand that US nationals on
the Chinese mainland who desire to return to the US are now free to do so.

If any national so entitled to return believes that contrary to the above,
he is encountering official obstruction to departure, he may in the case of
a Chinese inform the Indian Embassy in the USA, and in the case of a US
citizen inform the UK mission to the CPR which may investigate the facts
and intervene on such civilian’s behalf. Furthermore, these missions may
render financial assistance needed to permit any civilian to return.

Wide publicity will be given in each case to the provisions of
respective declarations and the referred-to missions may also give
appropriate publicity.

UNQUOTE

We are willing to omit paragraph 4 our 466 relying in substitution
upon the word “now” in the first paragraph above. Also, paragraph 5
of 466 would in the present form become unnecessary.

Dulles

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1255. Secret; Priority. Drafted
by Dulles; cleared by McConaughy.
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82. Telegram 495 to Geneva'

Washington, August 14, 1955

495. For Johnson.

Your 457 and 458 presumably crossed our 492 which authorizes
you to agree to joint statement as urged by Wang. This is only conces-
sion you should make at August 16 meeting apart from minor drafting
changes not involving matters of substance. No retreat position as sug-
gested by proposed substitute paragraph in latter part your 458 autho-
rized and no possibility of any retreat position should be intimated.

We believe it essential to hold tenaciously to our basic position on
return of all detained nationals as part of any agreement on representa-
tion before we proceed to discussion of Item 2 of Agenda. Wang is eager
to obtain representation arrangement and to open up Item 2. If we yield
on these key points before we obtain firm commitment covering all our
nationals we are left without any suitable pressures which we can exert
on behalf remaining detained nationals. It would be doubtful if we
could obtain their release without responding to new demands made
by Chinese communists under Item 2.

You should maintain unremitting pressure on Wang for acceptance
our principle, relying heavily on statements in Chou’s July 30 speech
that “The number of American civilians in China is small and their
question can be easily settled” and “it should be possible . . . to reach,
first of all, a reasonable settlement of the question of the return of civil-
ians to their respective countries.”

Draft text “agreed announcement” your 457 approved subject to
observations below based on our 492.

(A) In Para. 1, first sentence, “Chinese mainland” preferable to
“PRC”. You may concede this point if you consider advisable.

(B) In same sentence, “now” should be inserted before “entitled”
and before “prevented” to make clear that declaration is subject to rea-
sonable termination.

(C) Your Para 2 believed slightly less desirable than Para. 2 our
492, in that latter accords clear right of investigation to Embassy after
initiative taken by a national entitled to return.

You should cable us promptly exact text you propose submit.

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1355. Secret; Priority. Drafted
by McConaughy; cleared in draft by Dulles and Sebald; cleared in substance by Robertson.
The time of transmission is illegible.
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If you are unable induce Wang accept “agreed announcement”
at August 16 meeting, you should express your regret at necessity for
another meeting on Item 1.

Dulles

83. Telegram 463 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 15, 1955, 11 a.m.

463. From Johnson.

Following is text agreed announcement I plan present Wang
August 16 which incorporates observations Deptel 495:

“Ambassadors of USA and PRC have agreed to announce the meas-
ures which their respective governments have adopted with respect to
return of nationals of each located in country of other. With respect to
Chinese nationals residing in US Ambassador Johnson on behalf of US
Government has informed Ambassador Wang that:

1. USA recognizes that Chinese nationals in US who desire return
to China mainland are now entitled do so and declares that no Chinese
national who desires depart US for China mainland is now being pre-
vented from doing so. This includes all those Chinese nationals who
were at one time prevented from departing US.

2. Embassy of Republic of India in US will be authorized assist
return to China mainland of those Chinese nationals who desire to do
so as follows:

(A) If a Chinese national believes that contrary to declared policy
of US he is encountering official obstruction in departure he may so
inform Indian Embassy and Indian Embassy may, if desired by PRC,
investigate facts and intervene on such national’s behalf with Govern-
ment of US.

(B) If a Chinese national in US who desires to return to China main-
land has difficulty paying return journey, Indian Embassy may render
him financial assistance needed to permit his return.

3. Government of US will give wide publicity to foregoing arrange-
ments and Embassy of India in US may also do so.

L Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1555. Secret; Priority; Limit
Distribution.
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With respect to American nationals residing on China mainland
Ambassador Wang on behalf of PRC has informed Ambassador John-
son that:

1. PRC recognizes that American nationals on China mainland
who desire return to US are now entitled to do so and declares that
no American national who desires to depart China mainland for US is
now being prevented from doing so. This includes all those American
nationals who were at one time prevented from departing China
mainland.

2. Embassy of UK rpt UK in PRC will be authorized to assist return
to US of those American nationals who desire to do so as follows:

(A) If an American national believes that contrary to declared pol-
icy of PRC he is encountering official obstruction in departure he may
so inform UK Embassy and UK Embassy may, if desired by US, inves-
tigate facts and intervene on such national’s behalf with Government
of PRC.

(B) If an American national on China mainland who desires return
to US has difficulty paying return journey, UK Embassy may render
him financial assistance needed to permit his return.

3. Government of PRC will give wide publicity to foregoing
arrangements and Embassy of UK in PRC may also do so.”

Comments follow.

Gowen

84. Telegram 464 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 15, 1955, 10 a.m.

464. From Johnson.
Comments on agreed announcement my telegram 463 follow.

1. Expect Wang to object “China Mainland” and would be pre-
pared agree to PRC for small bargaining advantage from this conces-
sion. Assume Department would prefer “PRC” to “China”.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1555. Secret; Priority; Limit
Distribution.
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2. If Wang appears willing consider substance but objects form I
will as concession suggest working gour” (Clough from our side) com-
bine text information from along lines Department telegram 492 ad
referendum.

Gowen

2 As received, verification upon request. [Footnote is in the original.]

85. Telegram 112 from USUN'

New York, August 15, 1955, 6 p.m.

112. Verbatim text.
Pre US-Chinese Communist talks.

SYG sent Lodge today “personal and confidential” note enclosing
copy of August 4 letter from Chou En-lai and memo of SYG’s conver-
sation with Wang Ping-nan. Memo pouched Department, letter reads:

“I thank you for your message of August 2, transmitted to me
through Ambassador Wang Ping-nan.

“As I have told you through Ambassador Wistrand, the action
taken by the Chinese Government in connection with the release of the
11 guilty American airmen has nothing to do whatsoever with the res-
olution of the United Nations or with the report to the United Nations.
I once again want you to take note of this because the American side is
now making propaganda again in an attempt to link this action of the
Chinese Government with the United Nations.

“I appreciate your goodwill in expressing to Ambassador Wang
Ping-nan your desire to make your best efforts to facilitate the
Sino-American talks. The Chinese Government has already acted in a
way which will facilitate positive results from the Sino-American talks.
I hope you will persuade the American side to respond also by deeds.
Signed Chou En-lai.”

Wadsworth

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1555. Confidential.
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86. Telegram 496 to Geneva'

Washington, August 15, 1955, 10:57 a.m.

496. For Johnson.

In event a break threatens over Point 1 of agenda, we think you
should inform Wang that we suggest a recess of two weeks or some
such time to permit CHICOMS to complete their investigation of cer-
tain American cases, a short time which should be ample in view Chou
En-lai’s July 30 statement that “the number of American civilians in
China is small, and their question can be easily settled” and that US at
time of recessing would make a public statement somewhat as follows:

QTE The US is prepared to make a joint declaration with the C.P.R.
which would confirm formally a) that all nationals of either under the
authority of the other who desire to return home are now free to do so;
b) that a third party in each country may be designated to assist such
return if ever a national desiring to return believes that, contrary to
declared policy, he is encountering official obstruction, and c) that such
third party may also be the means of providing financial assistance to
those desiring to return.

However, this joint declaration is not now being made because the
C.PR. reports that it has not yet completed its investigation of certain
US cases. Therefore, the talks are recessed for quote blank unqte weeks
at the end of which time we hope the C.P.R will join with the US in mak-
ing a joint declaration such as the US is now prepared to make.

Despite the present recess, the US is continuing its own policy
of permitting Chinese nationals in the US who desire to return to the
mainland to do so.

The US hopes and believes that agreement on the release of Amer-
icans on the China mainland can be reached by the end of the period of
recess, having in mind Mr. Chou En-lai’s statement of July 30, 1955 that
“the number of American civilians in China is small, and their question
can be easily settled.” UNQTE

Dulles

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1555. Secret; Niact. Drafted by
Dulles; cleared by McConaughy.
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87. Telegram 361 to New Delhi'

Washington, August 15, 1955, 8:09 p.m.

361. Your 305 repeated Geneva 27.

You may inform Nehru, stressing information confidential unless
and until agreement announced, that we understand Chinese Com-
munists, if agreement on return of nationals reached at Geneva, intend
designate India as their representative to assist Chinese in US who
express wish to return to mainland. Assure Nehru US will welcome
such designation if agreement on repatriation materializes and if Chi-
nese Communists do in fact designate India. US will be glad facilitate
discharge of Indian Embassy responsibilities under agreement.

FYI Question of third party representation being discussed
Geneva. No disagreement either side regarding identity suggested
third parties PAREN UK in case Americans, India in case Chinese
PAREN. Delay in agreement has resulted primarily from Chinese
Communist unwillingness so far match U.S. position of declaring
categorically all other-side nationals free depart. This unwillingness
in marked and disappointing contrast Chou En-lai’s July 30 state-
ment QUOTE number American civilians in China is small and ques-
tion can be easily settled UNQUOTE. At meeting Geneva 16th will
again attempt secure Chinese Communist agreement joint announce-
ment this basis. On basis of proposal, third-country embassy would,
in response complaint from returning national that he encountering
obstruction to departure, be empowered investigate facts and inter-
vene on such national’s behalf. Could also render financial assistance
for travel as needed.

Dulles

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1455. Secret; Priority.
Repeated to Geneva for Johnson as telegram 513. Drafted by Osborn; cleared by Dulles,
Allen (NEA), McConaughy, and Jones (SOA).
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88. Letter from McConaughy to Johnson'

Washington, August 15, 1955

Dear Alexis:

Doug Forman left this morning for Geneva. I believe he will be
able to give you a useful fill-in on the thinking here and the general
background of the decisions which have been taken. We took special
pains to bring him in on meetings with both the Secretary and Mr. Rob-
ertson so he has the feel of their approach to the various problems.

Walter Robertson left at noon yesterday for a two weeks rest and
sick leave at Meadow Farm and at Richmond. He wants us to keep him
closely informed of any major developments, either favorable or unfa-
vorable, this notwithstanding the fact that he is supposed to dismiss
official cares while he is away. He saw your 457 and 458 just before he
left on Sunday, and could not have been more emphatic in his reaction
that we should not give up our main trading points in return for half
a loaf or less. He felt that to do so would mean throwing in the sponge
when we may have come close to the point of agreement on all the
Americans. His view was generally shared by all who were working on
the matter including the Secretary. Still a lot of thought went into the
preparation of our 495.

Enclosed is an excerpt from a report we have received from Air-
man Benjamin in regard to Snoddy and Schwartz the pilots of the
Downey-Fecteau plane mentioned in my last letter:

“1. In a debriefing of the 11 airmen in Hong Kong and Tokyo, Air-
man Benjamin stated that he and Fecteau had become close friends
during the period between 7 to 28 December 1954 when the airmen
and Downey and Fecteau were held in the same cells. Airman Benja-
min said that Fecteau had stated the following in regard to Snoddy and
Schwartz, the pilots of the plane:

‘On the second pass the Chinese Communist guns opened up
with incendjiaries, the aircraft was hit and crashed... The plane was not
badly smashed. I ran from the plane and feel badly that I did not check
on the pilots. Several minutes later I heard shots and was captured. I
was ledlP down a trail stained with blood. Possibly the pilots are alive.’

Benjamin himself said that he thought he had seen the pilots in a
group of prisoners and believed they were still alive.”

I do not believe that you can usefully exploit this information in
your current talks. Let us know if you think differently.

! Source: Department of State, Geneva Talks Files, Lot 72D415. Secret; Official-
Informal. Printed from an unsigned copy.
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We are looking forward to Ed Martin’s return on the 18th. No
doubt he will be able to give us much illuminating background on the
talks which will enable us to visualize the situation better.

We intend to arrange for him to see the Secretary shortly after his
arrival.

I do not anticipate that Wang will precipitate a complete impasse
at tomorrow’s meeting, but a message which the Secretary has just
drafted suggesting the possibility of a two week recess and a public
statement by us will cover that contingency.

Regards and good wishes,

Sincerely,

89. Telegram 485 from Geneva'
Geneva, August 16, 1955, 1 p.m.

485. From Johnson.

Two hour twenty minute meeting with no progress. Next meeting
Thursday.

Meeting consisted almost entirely of reiteration previous positions
of both sides. Wang pressing hard on my unwillingness agree to sec-
ond sentence first paragraph his August 11 draft and I pressing hard
for release all Americans. No sign any relaxation their position but
atmosphere was relatively mild and he was not pushing for any break.
Stated qte propaganda campaign ungte resulting from release 11 fliers
was having qte adverse effect unqte on talks here.

Details and comments follow.
Gowen

Mr. Waddell’s office (FE) notified 8/16/ 9:20 a.m. EMB (CWO)

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1655. Confidential; Niact.
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90. Telegram 490 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 16, 1955, 5 p.m.

490. From Johnson.

As stated my 485 no visible progress made today on fundamental
issue of return of Americans. Wang stuck firmly to his previous position
on cases being reviewed and we would promptly be informed results
those completed. He raised no objections to form our draft agreed
announcement (Mytel 463) and confined objections to para one, press-
ing for substitution para one his draft and for broadening scope para
2 (A) to include inquiries initiated by respective governments. Only
other point was substitution “China” for “China mainland” to which I
countered with substitution by People’s Republic of China to which he
made no definite reply. However he reserved right further comment.

I again argued against broadening scope para 2 (A) as unnecessary
and pointed out direct mention of and discretion given PRC our draft
that para. Discussion this point inconclusive.

However discussion centered around two versions para one with
much talk from Wang about international law, sovereignty, extra-
territoriality, jurisdiction over foreigners, attempt by US establish prin-
ciple Americans not subject PRC law, reciprocal and bilateral nature
their para one which recognizes US jurisdiction over Chinese in US,
they not asking US exempt from US jurisdiction Chinese in US involved
in crimes or having unsettled debts, why should we ask them do so for
Americans in China etc.

In reply I disclaimed intention raise theoretical questions jurisdic-
tion. Our para one dealt with practical situation and we asked them
say no more than we said ourselves. Said I recognized their desire han-
dle matter within framework their law, para one our draft specifically
designed enable them to do so, was not something imposed but simply
statement what each government decided do within framework its sov-
ereignty and laws. Chou’s statement before talks led me believe would
promptly and easily be done with respect Americans. Puzzlement at
time thus far consumed with no results whatever on Americans. All
I had were vague statements cases being “reviewed”. Simultaneous
release of flyers who had received varying sentences pointed up what
could be done when they wanted to (he had previously alluded to fly-
ers) etc. In reply my specific questions as to what he objected in para
one our draft he indicated might be acceptable if second sentence first
para his draft added. I immediately rejected pointing out that as far as

LSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1655. Confidential; Priority.
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Americans in China concerned this took away [garble] give to two sen-
tences our draft and still left Americans where they were when these
talks started. Said I held no brief for exact wording our para one, what
I was interested in was substance which I considered vital. Willing con-
sider any wording he might suggest with same substance. At end long
discussion these lines both tacitly agreed neither had anything more to
say and agreed meet Thursday with usual fencing as to who was going
to do most thinking over subject during interim.

At close this phase he said wished “raise another point” and
brought up “propaganda campaign” which had been “launched in order
slander Chinese people” etc. Since beginning talks PRC “has repeatedly
made clear its conciliatory attitude” questions “mistreatment” raised.
PRC could “endlessly recount miserable treatment” captured Chinese
in Korea, campaign was having “adverse effects” talks here etc. I had
clear feeling he had received specific instructions make statement and
that he was somewhat reluctant do so. I deliberately showed anger and
curtly replied I did not understand his motive in raising, accounts I had
seen were factual interviews with men released. Our free press, accounts
not unique almost all released have told similar accounts, fault was not
with accounts but with treatment that gave rise to accounts, these reports
had raised anxiety in US over Americans in China and made it all more
important find early resolution to problem. He was somewhat taken
aback and endeavored smooth atmosphere before we left.

Gowen

NOTE: Mr. Waddell’s Office (FE) notified 8/17/55 3:25 p.m. EMB (CWO)

91. Telegram 499 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 16, 1955, 8 p.m.

499. From Johnson.

At 7th meeting August 16 I began by referring to Wang’s statement
last meeting that he desired deal concretely with problem of return
civilians of respective countries rather than in abstract terms. Said I
agreed entirely this approach and I had come here to seek concrete,

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1655. Secret; Limit
Distribution.
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practical way of effecting return to US of American nationals detained
his country and was prepared make every reasonable effort meet his
viewpoint concerning Chinese nationals US. With regard to latter he
had made certain proposals and I had immediately informed him my
government had taken most far-reaching action within its power to
meet basic question raised by his proposals. That is US Government
had rescinded all measures heretofore restricting departure some few
Chinese and there now was no measure preventing any Chinese desir-
ing do so from freely departing. In additional effort meet his viewpoint
I had told him consideration being given his proposal on third party
representation.

I continued I had consistently attempted make it clear I expected
his government would take similar measures regarding Americans
detained his country. That is take whatever measures necessary permit
return to US of all who desired return thus equalizing situation two
groups nationals this regard in respective countries. Said I had tried
make clear I not attempting dictate what action his government should
take to bring about this result since this obviously something only his
government could and should decide. Pointing out this was 7th meet-
ing and 3rd week these talks, I said I did not know of single Ameri-
can civilian previously detained his country who had been able depart
since beginning of talks. He had only informed me cases all detained
Americans being reviewed and that he would inform me results those
cases in which reviews completed if I would meet certain conditions. I
commented that action taken by US Government with respect Chinese
nationals in US was without conditions.

I said I found myself puzzled by situation and amount of time it
was taking to settle problem, particularly in view statement his Prime
Minister that number American civilians in China small and question
easily settled. Prime Minister also had said it should be possible reach
first of all reasonable settlement question return civilians their respec-
tive countries. I had been patiently hoping and expecting his govern-
ment would take action to bring about this result but my hopes thus
far in vain.

I'told Wang I had given much thought to seeking resolution situation
we faced and had also attempted meet his desires with respect to single
agreed text. I then read text of draft agreed announcement (Mytel 463).
I pointed out language in draft identical with respect each country. I
was not proposing or suggesting anything with respect Americans his
country that I was not prepared to say with respect Chinese in US. It
seemed to me this agreed announcement fully met needs nationals both
countries on basis full equality and reciprocity. It was based in large part
upon proposal he first made August 2 and also contained much from his
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August 11 draft proposal. I concluded I was prepared immediately agree
with him on this draft and announce it today.

Following 10 minute recess requested by Wang, he stated he had
made preliminary comparison my draft with his August 11 draft. He
noted my draft did not include a few points in his.

1. Quoting first paragraph his August 11 draft, Wang declared we
should not object provisions this paragraph. At last meeting he had
stated that under condition that agreement reached on question return
civilians both sides Chinese Government would be in position inform
me of results investigation cases of Americans on which investiga-
tion completed. In my draft no mention made of nationals involved
in civil or criminal cases. International law recognizes right of sover-
eign state exercise jurisdiction over civil or criminal cases in its terri-
tory. To demand a state refrain from exercising jurisdiction is obviously
infringement on its sovereignty. In past used to be such things as extra-
territoriality in China but such unreasonable things now gone forever.
Wang said I had repeatedly indicated my aim was to secure return all
Americans in China who desired return. As he had repeatedly pointed
out all those not involved in civil or criminal cases able to leave any-
time. Even with respect to Americans involved in unfinished cases,
Chinese Government would review cases and grant lenient treatment
making allowance for nature of crime and conduct of individual in
accordance Chinese legal process. Such persons could leave promptly
on completion their cases. He was sure I could appreciate sincerity of
this offer. However if my intention was that American nationals now
or in future should be permitted leave prior to settlement their cases he
must point out frankly this impossible. There might also be few cases of
Chinese in US involved in civil or criminal cases though he didn’t know
of any. Could be seen situation two sides quite different. US maintained
liaison station Hong Kong to gather information on American citizens
in China. He had also given me information on all American nationals
in China. However his government had no liaison station close to US
and he had been unable obtain list Chinese nationals from me. Hence
he not in position know whether any Chinese nationals involved in
civil or criminal cases. He did not believe I had intended propose Chi-
nese nationals involved in civil or criminal cases should never come
under jurisdiction American law and should be permitted leave prior
settlement their cases. Hence he held that reference in draft to nationals
involved in civil or criminal cases was reasonable and applied equally
both sides.

2. Reference was made in draft to cases American nationals previ-
ously detained in China. He must point out as general principle Chi-
nese Government did not detain American nationals in China. So there
was nothing in common with the situation in US where orders issued to
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prevent departure Chinese students. All Americans in China applying to
depart granted exit permits promptly. Where such application involved
procedural questions they granted permission promptly on completion
procedural question. Even in case American civilians violating Chinese
law they dealt with in lenient spirit and in accordance legal procedure.
Therefore he must point out allegation that Chinese Government had
detained American nationals was quite contrary to fact.

3. In August 11 draft he had proposed government of each side
might on behalf its nationals request intervention of entrusted power in
order solve difficulties in connection their departure or conduct inves-
tigation so as to make representations on basis investigation. He con-
sidered this proposal reasonable and necessary. After implementation
of third party arrangement it goes without saying that nationals could
request without restriction intervention by third party. However among
those desiring return might be some who wanted to let their govern-
ment know their difficulties. In past there were number of Chinese
nationals who appealed his government assist their return. Dr. Tsien
was one such case. Under such circumstances government concerned
obligated to request third party take necessary action. Furthermore
since outset of discussion first agenda item he and I had been making
representation on behalf nationals each side desiring return. Obviously
we could not make such direct representations regularly as there were
no diplomatic relations between the two countries. After implemen-
tation third party representation arrangement questions of nationals
desiring return could always be referred to third country. Hence it was
necessary provide for action of national’s country on his behalf.

4. Wang added he objected to one minor point of wording, the ref-
erence to “Chinese mainland”. He did not think this term appropriate
and suggested replace with “China”. Wang concluded these were pre-
liminary comments and could be regarded as amendments to my draft.
He was ready listen my comments and if I agreed his few amendments
he hoped agreement could be reached today.

I replied major difficulty between us seemed paragraph one. We
both agreed we were here to deal with practical situation—that of our
nationals in other country. I had tried in paragraph one to avoid theoret-
ical concepts and issues and tried to keep to practical situation. I didn’t
think anything in paragraph one infringed on or raised question of sov-
ereignty or jurisdiction. This was one reason it contained two parts. It
simply a statement each government would make in its own right and
in full recognition its sovereignty. It was not intended to establish any
theoretical concept for future. Intent was to deal with practical situa-
tion now facing us under conditions of complete reciprocity and equal-
ity. I had carefully tried avoid any attempt dictate to or demand of his
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government what it should do. Only his government could and should
decide measures to take to deal with practical situation.

I pointed out I had not used the word “detained” in agreement and
as used in my statement meant to refer only to those Americans pre-
vented from leaving China. Whatever the reasons we both recognized
that Americans being prevented from leaving his country. I was not
suggesting his government say anything my government was unwill-
ing to say. As I had pointed out, his paragraph one did not in any way
solve problem American nationals.

I had thought it possible we could quickly reach agreement on
some form that would resolve situation our nationals. Seemed to me
my paragraph did that. I didn’t hold any brief for exact wording but
thought contained there must be embodied in any announcement.
I had come here to discuss return of American nationals. Statement
their cases being reviewed did not bring about their return. I was not
suggesting how Wang should handle matter but asked him how we
were to solve first item, that is, return of our nationals.

I said these were my preliminary remarks, that I was always willing
consider minor changes in wording. As for term “China mainland” if he
preferred to substitute “People’s Republic of China” would not object.

Referring to Wang’s desire that draft announcement provide for
action by individual’s government on his behalf I repeated my state-
ment at last meeting that this unnecessary. Said Wang had pointed out
some nationals in past had written directly to his government. How-
ever if arrangement we were suggesting were in effect this would be
unnecessary as Chinese in US could communicate directly with Indian
Embassy. I pointed out my draft specifically provided that representa-
tion by the Indian Embassy on behalf of Chinese nationals would only
be undertaken if desired by his government.

Wang said problem lies in first paragraph of proposed agreement.
First paragraph his draft already included idea of ours. Of course he
agreed we were here to resolve practical issues rather than discuss
theoretical concepts. Two points were involved. One that both sides
declare nationals of each in other desiring return be allowed to do so
without restriction and other that any such national involved in civil
or criminal case might also return as soon as his case settled. There
was no intention include anything unfair to one side. Merely attempt
settle practical issues. Point to keep in mind was mutual respect of
each for other’s law or sovereignty. Wang said he had not been in US
and not familiar with situation there but could easily imagine case
of a foreign national doing business there who happened incur debt
he unable to clear. Could US Government allow him leave before he
had cleared debt? Suppose foreign national driving automobile killed
someone. Could American Government permit him leave without
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first settling case? He hoped I was considering problem from both
sides instead just one. He was sure both of us willing seek formula to
solve problem facing us. First paragraph his draft should be accept-
able since not harmful either side.

I replied I had never suggested cases of Americans should be
settled outside framework his law. I understood his viewpoint. How-
ever | had understood from public statement his Prime Minister that
since American cases few they could be settled easily and promptly.
I assumed he desired to do so within framework his law. I had tried to
find formula which would accomplish result I was seeking and still not
go beyond framework his law. There might be other ways to do this but
this was my idea.

Wang replied that statement by Prime Minister Chou and provi-
sions of first paragraph were of course within framework of laws of
sovereign state permitting departure of those nationals who desired
go except those involved in civil or criminal cases. Prime Minister’s
statement was put forth in spirit conciliation in order settle questions
between two countries.

Wang continued that he recalled when we first met last year I had
inquired whether Chinese legal procedure provided for commutation
of sentences or pardon. He had replied that in cases persons violating
Chinese law Chinese Government could consider commutation in light
degree of crime and person’s conduct. Also recent release of American
airmen provided clear example this regard. They already sentenced but
to give these talks good atmosphere and as token goodwill to Ameri-
can people, Chinese Government had granted early release. Provisions
in first paragraph his draft very reasonable providing those desiring
return may do so and those violating law or involved in civil cases may
promptly return upon settlement their cases. Suppose American mer-
chant in China should be involved in debt case. Chinese Government
willing help him clear debts and resolve case so that he can return at
early date. Chinese Government always willing give greatest coopera-
tion help settle these questions. In light all this he hoped his paragraph
one could be retained in joint announcement.

I asked Wang how he felt my paragraph departed in principle from
statements he had made. It didn’t deny Chinese Government’s right to
handle matters any way it desired. It simply stated solution to practical
problem.

Wang then suggested amending my paragraph by inserting sec-
ond sentence his paragraph. I pointed out second sentence his para-
graph took away from American nationals everything granted them in
rest of paragraph since American nationals prevented from departing
China were described by him as involved in crimes or civil cases. So far
as Americans concerned, this put us back where we started.
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Wang denied this could be regarded as returning us to status
quo ante. He repeated he only wanted indicate that both sides do not
restrict return of civilians and that persons involved in civil or criminal
cases could return as soon as cases completed. This applied both sides
equally and he hoped I would agree.

I'replied I couldn’t agree since it left practical situation of detained
Americans in exactly same situation as when talks began.

Wang then proposed I study his proposed amendment to see if we
could agree on text at next meeting.

I replied I would gladly study it but could not see how it solved
question my nationals his country. How were we to resolve practical
problem of return American nationals? I said Wang had mentioned
the eleven fliers. We had our own opinion concerning that and I didn’t
want to engage in controversy. However I understood although all
were sentenced to different terms that all released together. It seemed
to me would not be impossible find solution to rest of American cases.
Said I would be glad to hear Wang’s ideas next meeting on problem I
was here to discuss, namely return of Americans. Added I had made
my best effort find formula to meet his viewpoint.

Wang commented he hoped I would note that comments he had
made were not only of benefit to one side but both. He hoped hear at
next meeting results my consideration his comments.

Wang then said would like to raise another point. He had noted
lately propaganda campaign had been launched regarding release of
11 airmen in order slander Chinese people. This propaganda provoked
feelings of Chinese people. Since talks began Chinese Government had
repeatedly made clear conciliatory attitude. Chinese public opinion
always cautious regarding progress these talks. If one were to draw on
question of mistreatment there would be no end to his recounting mis-
erable treatment of Chinese People’s Volunteers captured in Korea. He
had avoided raising this sort of question since it would not be in inter-
est present talks. He only wanted express feeling on their part which he
hoped I would note.

I replied I didn’t know Wang’s motive in rising this matter. First, I
didn’t know what he meant by “propaganda campaign”. All I had seen
were factual interviews and accounts of the men released. I told Wang
he was perfectly aware American press practice and our free press.
Also perfectly aware US Government could not, even if it would, pre-
vent publication such accounts. Furthermore these men’s accounts not
unique. Almost every person released from prison his country has given
similar accounts. Fault does not lie with these accounts but in treatment
that gave rise to them. Accounts of eleven fliers had tremendously
increased anxiety of American people over those Americans remaining
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in his country. This made it all the more important to find solution for
return those who remain. Said I had no desire discuss this with Wang
but since he had raised it I had been forced to do so. I didn’t see how it
contributed to solution of problems we had come here to solve.

Wang said he didn’t intend for us to debate this question and had
raised point only to remind me there should be conciliatory atmos-
phere around our talks. As things stood, if anti-Chinese propaganda
allowed continue it would not contribute but do harm to our discus-
sions. If I had any concern of this sort he hoped I would tell him of it.
He was simply being very frank and telling me what they felt. He saw
no reason to engage in further debate here.

Next meeting August 18, 10 a.m.

Gowen

92.  Telegram 500 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 16, 1955, 10 p.m.

500. From Johnson.

Believe following are among considerations in planning our next
moves:

1. Do not believe we should minimize importance CHICOM devo-
tion to “legal forms” in spite their agility in adopting their forms to suit
their political needs. It will be seen from today’s meeting as well as
previous I have tried hard to leave them a “legal” way out and believe
this should be continued.

2. Also believe they now consider flyer release was probably tac-
tical mistake that has largely backfired on them rather than producing
hoped-for results. This has not increased standing Peiping proponents
of release of American prisoners.

3. Possible additional factor is suspicion from our tactics we have
been trying trick them into releasing Americans while holding out bait
third party representation which we intended find excuses for with-
drawing after release accomplished. Our proposal today will have
removed any doubts they may have had this regard.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1655. Secret; Limit
Distribution.
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Believe present tactic can be continued for little while longer par-
ticularly at Thursday’s meeting when Wang will have had opportunity
receive Peiping reaction our today’s proposal. Now believe we should
if possible avoid any prolonged recess which would require public
explanation and inevitably return problem to public propaganda forum
while Americans remained in prison. Therefore believe that I should
strive as necessary keep discussion going while continuing maintain
my present position.

In order accomplish these purposes and in light today’s dis-
cussion, request authorization propose at next meeting amendment
first sentence numbered paragraph 1 draft “agreed announcement”
(Mytel 463) by insertion phrase “as a result of official action taken in
accordance with its governmental processes” following words “and
declares that”. Same amendment to be made in paragraph one PRC
section.

Would appreciate any other suggestions Department may have in
this regard.

I donot anticipate Wang is going to attempt precipitate any “break”
in discussions but rather that he will face me with statement they have
gone as far as they can go and there is nothing further to talk about
under item one.

At that point I perceive no alternative under our present tactic
except to propose a recess as suggested in first paragraph Deptel 496.
However I believe that to publicly explain the recess I should first pro-
pose to Wang we make a simple joint statement somewhat to the effect
that two of us have decided that a recess would be helpful in resolving
the remaining problems standing in the way of final agreement. I feel
we should if possible avoid unilateral public statement along lines sug-
gested Deptel 496 as seems to me this would constitute a public chal-
lenge and return problem to propaganda forum.

Dept will observe Wang pressed me hard today on question raised
last para Mytel 458 and my efforts avoid direct reply. Would appreciate
Dept’s suggestions on what further I might usefully say if as antici-
pated he continues press me on this.

Gowen
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93. Telegram 523 to Geneva'

Washington, August 16, 1955, 5:18 p.m.

523. For Johnson.

Code Room: Please repeat USUN'’s 112 of August 15, 1955, Control
Number 7865.

Dulles

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1655. Confidential. Drafted
by McConaughy; cleared by Bond (1O).

94. Telegram 526 to Geneva'

Washington, August 16, 1955, 8 p.m.

526. Personal for Johnson from Secretary. Your 490.

I have the distinct impression that the CHICOMS had intended
after announcing release of flyers to proceed promptly at your confer-
ence to announce release of US civilians, all in expectation this would
create wave of good feeling toward them which would enable them
to make gains in discussing other matters. I have also impression they
have altered this policy because release of flyers and report of their treat-
ment has created considerable wave of indignation and indeed the edi-
torial and press comment expresses itself with greater hostility toward
CHICOMS since the release of flyers than before. Parenthetically,  might
mention that after first report of torturing of Colonel Arnold came from
Tokyo we asked Defense to try to moderate this theme in interest of civil-
ians and they are cooperating this end.

CHICOMS should realize that whenever prisoners are returned
there is inevitably initial wave of resentment as they tell their stories.
This is a phase which CHICOMS must live through and they do not
get anywhere by postponing it. However, once the American civilians
are out of China, then we may be compelled to alter our policy toward

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1655. Confidential; Priority.
Drafted by Dulles.



1955 119

visitors to the China mainland because principal reason for deterring
those visitors will have ceased, namely that we do not want more
Americans to get in until it has been demonstrated that those now there
can get out. Subject to possible restraint of Foreign Assets Control Reg-
ulations visits will then occur which would bring back reports which if
facts justify may lead to a different judgment. I do not know whether
CHICOMS realize this possible sequence of events or whether you will
want to intimate it to them in a very cautious way without of course
any promises. In any event, it may be useful for you to know my think-
ing on this matter.

Dulles

95. Telegram 504 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 17, 1955, noon

504. From Johnson.

On re-reading my telegram 500 this morning believe I overstated
case against recess in first paragraph following “three considerations.”
Still believe prolonged recess should be avoided if possible but if it
could be carried out as suggested second sentence penultimate para-
graph my telegram 500, do not (repeat not) believe it would “inevita-
bly remain problem to public propaganda forum.” I would put recess
to Wang as constructive helpful suggestion rather than any challenge
and attempt agree on simple joint statement of public explanation. Of
course any recess this context would be conditional on Wang’s agree-
ment and believe he would probably resist. I do believe issuance uni-
lateral statement as suggested Department’s telegram 496 would have
adverse effect and should be avoided unless and until it is clear I can
make no further progress in private talks and it is desirable return to
public forum.

Gowen

L Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1755. Secret; Priority; Limit
Distribution.
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96. Telegram 516 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 17, 1955, 7 p.m.

516. From Johnson.

Reference penultimate para Mytels 500 and 504. Following is text
of draft agreed announcement which I would propose to Wang in event
recess agreed upon.

“During the course of the talks being conducted by the Ambas-
sadors of the USA and the PRC, it has become evident that a certain
period of time will be required before it will be possible to agree on a
satisfactory solution to agenda item one. Therefore it has been agreed
that their next meeting will be held (blank). This will also give the two
Ambassadors an opportunity to attend to affairs at their regular posts.
It is hoped that at the next meeting it will be possible to reach a mutu-
ally acceptable settlement of the problems raised in the discussion of
agenda item one so that the Ambassadors can proceed to agenda item
two.”

Gowen

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1755. Secret; Priority; Limit
Distribution.

97.  Telegram 541 to Geneva'

Washington, August 17, 1955

541. For Johnson. Your 500 last paragraph.

Department presently unable to give you anything which would
enable you make additional statement on still theoretical problem Chi-
nese possibly in prison US who might wish return to mainland. Your
handling Wang queries on this subject based on fact it is not practical
problem has our approval and commendation. As you are aware this
question in principle has difficult constitutional, administrative and

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1655. Secret; Priority. Drafted
by McConaughy; approved in draft by Dulles and Sebald.
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political ramifications. It will be looked into by Office Legal Adviser but
it is doubtful we can come up with anything which would be helpful to
you in context present talks. If no concrete problem this sort arises we
anticipate you will be able continue parry Wang’s thrusts along lines
already established.

Dulles

98. Telegram 542 to Geneva'

Washington, August 17, 1955, 7:31 p.m.

542. For Johnson. Your 499, 500, 504, 516.

Department agrees with your analysis situation following sev-
enth meeting. You are authorized in your discretion at eighth meeting
tomorrow agree insert phrase QUOTE as a result of official action taken
in accordance with its governmental process UNQUOTE in numbered
paragraph 1 both sections of draft QUOTE Agreed Announcement
UNQUOTE, following words QUOTE and declares that UNQUOTE.
Our only reservation on this language stems from fact that US has
no exit permit system and statement on US side does not seem com-
pletely consistent with our position that no US Government approval
ordinarily necessary in order for alien depart from US. However, this
objection not fundamental and can be disregarded if you believe incor-
poration of phrase might be helpful.

It would seem undesirable for you take initiative in proposing
recess at next meeting. Our position is that no reason exists for delay in
settling all matters under item 1. Therefore, if recess needed it would be
only because required by Chinese Communists, and they should take
responsibility for proposing it. We should be prepared meet again on
item 1 after usual two-day interval if other side does not propose recess.
Proposal of recess by us except in case of threatened break would not
be consistent with our desire maintain continuous strong pressure on
Wang and encourage general impression that action by Chinese Com-
munists to match ours is awaited and expected.

FYI Our 496 was designed primarily to enable you demonstrate
to Wang that we were in a strong public relations position. If matters

LSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1755. Secret; Priority. Drafted
by Dulles and McConaughy; cleared in draft by Sebald.
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should break we assumed that if Wang were informed as suggested he
would ask for time and perhaps reconsider his own position and would
most probably strive to avoid recess.

We do feel however that if there should be any extended recess,
it would be necessary to state the issue more than indicated your 516.
Bear in mind that we do not know anything whatever now that we did
not know before regarding return our citizens. They have given noth-
ing, not even information. Also we do not want ourselves to become
committed to proposition that it will take time to clear up Item One of
the Agenda. In view of Chou En-lai’s July 30 statement the interpreta-
tion unless rebutted would be that we are making difficulties. Further-
more, we do not want to let Chou off the hook.

Dulles

99. Letter from McConaughy to Johnson'

Washington, August 17, 1955
Dear Alex:

Since my last letter I have received your first three letters, of August
10, 11, 12. The pouch service seems to be working better now. I hope we
can make some arrangement for pouch service more frequent than once
a week after the Atomic Conference closes.

Last evening the Secretary sent you a personal message from
him concerning the likelihood of travel by Americans to China after
all detained Americans are released. You will note that a qualification
was put in concerning the possible effect of the Foreign Assets Control
Regulations. This is something that would have to be discussed with
Treasury and Commerce. If we made exceptions for American travelers
there would be immediate pressures to make corresponding provision
for Americans who wanted to buy Chinese Communist merchandise.
The whole economic warfare effort to deny dollars to the Chinese Com-
munists might well be undermined. So the question will have to be con-
sidered in the broader context of our entire policy of total severance of
financial, trade and transportation relations with the China mainland.
There is still food for thought in the Secretary’s suggestion though it

! Source: Department of State, Geneva Talks Files, Lot 72D415. Secret; Official-
Informal. Printed from an unsigned copy.
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may not be entirely clear how you can best exploit it, if at all in your
talks with Wang.

Ed Martin is due here today and we hope that he will have a chance
to talk to the Secretary this afternoon.

You are certainly getting a better press here now. The American
press sees clearly the failure of the Chinese Communists to match our
position on unrestricted right of return of nationals. You are getting a
sympathetic press and there seems no longer to be any feeling that you
are less out-giving to the press than is Wang Ping-nan.

I might mention, not for any use by you, but merely that your back-
ground may be as informed as possible, the fact that we are undoubt-
edly paying quite a stiff price in Taiwan for these conversations. There
has been a subtle but none the less perceptible decline in morale and
inclination to follow through with full energy and cooperativeness on
various programs there. The MAAG, ICA and CAS missions in Taipei
have all felt this and to some extent have been handicapped by it. There
is a let down which we must hope will be temporary. The informed
people in the Government, of course, know in considerable detail of
your instructions and the progress of the talks. They know that they are
not going to be let down but this assurance apparently does not extend
to the Legislative Yuan, the press and the general public. Even those
who know that we are not going to undermine their interests at Geneva
feel that the mere fact of the talks improves the status of the Chinese
Communists and betters the prospects of success in their campaign for
general acceptance as the only Chinese Government. Foreign Vice Min-
ister Shan is here on a brief visit. He has received further assurances
from us. Just to show the trend of the thinking of our people in Taipei,
the following is quoted from a letter received from Bill Cochran our
Charge at Taipei, while Karl Rankin is on home-leave:

“Saigon’s 3 August 5 (585 to Dept.) reports considerable uneasi-
ness there as regards the Ambassadorial talks in Geneva. This, added
to the bad effects caused here, raises in my mind the question: will
the benefits obtained from the talks outweigh the damage done to
the confidence of our real, fighting friends (as distinguished from our
fair-weather friends, the fence-sitters, and the amici hermaphroditi who
aren’t sure what they are) in our resolution, persistence, and depend-
ability. If not, won’t we have lost something more valuable than we
have gained?—for we can never satisfy the avidity of the neutralists for
concessions on our part.”

The Secretary has been informed of the message of appreciation con-
veyed in your letter of August 12. He in turn is pleased at the way you
are handling the negotiations. You have undoubtedly carried out your
instructions to apply unremitting pressure to Wang at the August 16
meeting. We feel that he is on the defensive on the basic issue, despite all
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his efforts to transfer the onus. We will be interested to see if you consider
it advisable to use the authority you have to suggest a recess if there is no
progress at the eighth meeting on August 18. We feel that only you can
determine this in the light of Wang’s position and demeanor at the next
meeting. It should be becoming increasingly apparent to Wang that there
is no give in our position on this fundamental issue.

We have authorized Cooper to tell Nehru of the prospective
arrangement for limited Indian representation, emphasizing the fact
that it is sensitive information and that no agreement has yet been
reached. Cooper is authorized to assure Nehru that if the arrangement
goes through, we will welcome the proposed Indian role and will
accord all facilities for its discharge.

I am letting Carl McCardle know of the pretty cogent reasons
you gave why you decided against holding a backgrounder. In Walter
Robertson’s absence Bill Sebald is being kept closely informed of the
contents of your official-informals, and anything which we think
would be useful for the Secretary to have is being passed on to him.

Congratulations on your adroit handling of countless difficulties
and good luck,

Sincerely,

100. Telegram 520 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 18, 1955, 2 p.m.

520. From Johnson.

Two hours and 20 minutes this morning repetition same themes
both sides with no progress.

Wang presented proposal virtually identical with our August 16
draft agreement announcement except for vital first paragraph which
he proposed be amended read as follows:

“1. The People’s Republic of China recognizes that American
Nationals in the PRC who desire to return are entitled to do so and
declares that it has adopted and will further adopt appropriate meas-
ures so that they can exercise their right to return.”

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1855. Confidential; Niact.
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His theme was this was “key which would open door” to solu-
tion problem Americans in China and again offered promptly give me
names whose cases “review completed” making clear this grant release.

My theme was contrast action we had taken Chinese US. He was
asking I open door without showing me what was behind it, that if he
would show me what was behind it and if it met my request on release
all Americans question timing could be worked out.

He inflexibly resisted my persistent pressure give me any assur-
ance or even indication that his solution would bring about release all
Americans. Result was complete deadlock but no effort by him to pre-
cipitate any break or hint at recess. Next meeting Saturday, 10 a.m.

Gowen

NOTE: Mr. Waddell’s office (FE) notified 8/18/11:52 a.m. EMB (CWO)

101. Telegram 537 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 18, 1955, 7 p.m.

537. From Johnson.
1. In addition my 520, at this morning’s meeting many references

by Wang to “pressure”, “demands”, “would never respond pressure”
etc all of which I of course attempted counter. When on this theme he
showed more feeling than on any other point.

2. However irrational, their position seems to be that if they
release all Americans before or simultaneous with representation
agreement it would publicly be interpreted as “yielding to pres-
sure”. They are willing announce release some Americans as purely
unilateral act prior to public announcement representation arrange-
ment but must first have firm commitment. They will then subse-
quently announce further release Americans but will not commit
themselves to all as this would be “interference with their sover-
eignty, legal processes” etc. etc.

3. I went as far as I felt I could under my present instructions
to meet whatever substance this may have in their minds by stating

L Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1855. Secret; Priority; Limit
Distribution.
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that if their solution encompassed release all Americans and it was
only question timing in relation announcement representation
arrangement this could be worked out. However, Wang showed no
interest. He also showed no interest in my amendment para one by
insertion phrase “as result official action taken in accordance with
its governmental processes”.

4. His replies to my references Chou’s statement were weak and
beside the point. He avoided direct reply to my reminder that he had
promised me last year “review” cases and that in interim only five
civilians out of thirty had been released from prison.

5. Deadlock is now very tight and little scope for further discussion
until there is some shift in position one side or other.

6. Subject to Dept’s suggestions or instructions believe I can do lit-
tle at next meeting but reiterate our positions as necessary and pick up
remaining questions on representation arrangement which is subject
separate tel.

(I deliberately avoided details representation arrangement today
in order concentrate on and highlight fundamental issue.)

7. Would appreciate Dept’s instructions on whether if negotiating
situation permits it would approve my attempting explore possibility
release some now with commitment release remainder within definite
time limit, say three months. Even if it could be obtained CHICOMS
would in all probability not be willing make such commitment public.

Gowen
Note: Mr. Waddell (FE) notified, 8/18/55, 5:30 PM, LWH.

102. Telegram 538 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 18, 1955, 6 p.m.

538. Eyes Only for the Secretary. From Johnson.

I have feeling now would be useful time for me to invite Wang
to private dinner with only interpreters present. Have available place
I believe safe from press attention.

If we are going maintain our present position believe I can do
much in such an atmosphere reinforce firmness our stand and at same

YSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1855. Secret.
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time put across thoughts contained Urtel 526 in way that is not possible
in atmosphere meetings.

He is obviously at end his instructions and I have feeling gesture
such as this at this time might help in moving Chou.

However would appreciate your advice.

Gowen

103. Telegram 540 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 18, 1955, 5 p.m.

540. From Johnson.

1. Revised draft given me by Wang August 18 made following
changes in draft transmitted Mytel 463:

A. Numbered paragraph one revised as reported Mytel 520.

B. Words “the USA agrees that” inserted at beginning numbered
paragraph two.

C. Word “official” omitted from phrase “encountering official
obstruction” in paragraph 2 (A).

D. “Office of the Charge d’Affaires of the UK” used throughout in
place “Embassy of the UK”.

E. Paragraph 2 (A) reworded to read: “(A) If any Chinese national
believes that contrary to declared policy of the US he is encountering
obstruction in departure he may so inform the Indian Embassy and
request it to make representations on his behalf with the US Govern-
ment. If desired by the PRC the Indian Embassy may also make inves-
tigation on the facts.”

F. “PRC” substituted throughout for “China mainland”.

2. In addition to above changes in text Wang also read and handed
me copy of statement intended to establish supplementary understand-
ings not to be incorporated in text of agreed announcement. Gist of
points made was:

A. I had stated that nothing in agreed announcement in any way
infringed on sovereignty or jurisdiction and that I presumed cases of
Americans would be settled within framework Chinese judicial proce-
dure. On basis Wang’s understanding of these statements of mine he

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1855. Confidential.
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willing to omit sentence his original draft referring to persons involved
in unfinished civil or criminal cases.

B. If nationals either side reported to own government they being
prevented from leaving, their government could refer such complaint
to the third country for investigation or representation. If we would
agree to understanding to this effect, Wang would be willing omit this
provision from agreed announcement.

3. Comments on para one above.

A. Obviously unacceptable.

B. Do not see this is materially objectionable in context but prefer
language our draft.

C. Believe it important retain “official” as in our draft.

D. Would appreciate being informed whether UK objects to this
terminology.

E. Not clear on motive behind this ostensibly slight change but may
be related to their proposal on “understandings” mentioned para two (B)
above. Would appreciate Dept’s instructions.

E. Unobjectionable.

4. Comments on para two above.

A. Meaningless unless agreement reached on release all Ameri-
cans. However this again raises point of their jurisdiction over Amer-
icans and conversely our jurisdiction over Chinese. Believe at same
point it is going be necessary for me say jurisdiction not questioned at
least for future. That is make clear we not attempting re-establish any
extraterritorial principle.

B. Will maintain our present position.

Gowen

104. Telegram 543 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 18, 1955, 8 p.m.

543. From Johnson.

1. Wang opened meeting with prepared statement and revision
text proposed announcement. (Text revisions in separate tel). He said
his agreement to revised text based on understanding two points:

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1855. Confidential.
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A. That announcement in no way infringed upon or raised ques-
tion about Chinese sovereignty or jurisdiction over Americans in China
and that US did not attempt dictate PRC what measure it should take,
that being matter only his government could decide within framework
their own juridical procedures.

B. That nationals either side may report to entrusted third country
and also their own government in order latter may refer complaints to
third country in case their departure being prevented.

2. Wang requested these two points be included in record of meet-
ing as conditions governing his agreement to revised proposal which
he stated followed form and content our proposal.

3. I replied I was interested in practical situation Americans his
country. Asked what was effect Wang’s revised paragraph one with
respect all Americans now prevented from returning US for whatever
reason.

4. Wang stated Chinese Government never put restrictions on
American nationals. Those desiring return free do so but those who vio-
lated law quite another problem. These latter Americans may also leave
country upon settlement their cases, as guaranteed by proposed agree-
ment. Item one of agenda now settled by provisions this first paragraph
because Americans who desired return could do so. US Government in
past restricted departure Chinese students but these orders rescinded
so no need include in first paragraph.

5. I replied not at all clear to me how statement his proposed text
affects American nationals now prevented from returning.

6. Wang repeated these are two different matters, and not possible
make concrete stipulation in announcement regarding either Chinese
students or American nationals. If agreement reached on announcement
then these specific matters could be settled in light of agreement. Added
it was his opinion sentence regarding Americans whose cases unsettled
could have been included in announcement but because I objected they
willing leave out sentence provided understanding reached regarding
sovereignty and jurisdiction over such aliens. As to specific cases return
certain Americans, he promised inform us results after agreement on
announcement and even this morning. He repeated that reference to
nationals being prevented from returning applied only to American
Government restrictions on students as Chinese never issued orders pre-
venting departure Americans.

7. Wang continued that we had referred to Chou En-Lai’s state-
ment number of Americans small and problem easily solved. He said
Chou’s meaning is clear that if agreement reached on method speci-
fied in announcement then specific cases could be solved using this
method. Emphasized infringement on sovereign and internal affairs
Chinese state clearly could not be tolerated.
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8. I replied I could not understand meaning his reference to
infringing sovereignty his government. Wang had asked me take
measures permit all Chinese in US leave if they desired. Measures
we took permit them leave were completely within our law. We did
this in response request his government and we did not consider it
infringement our sovereignty. In same way we asked him take mea-
sures permit Americans China return and we hoped and expected he
would do this during talks as we had done, unilaterally and without
conditions. However, Chinese had not acted and I could not agree
that question announcement and question Americans in China were
two different matters.

9.1continued that Wang at last meeting had raised question of sov-
ereignty and jurisdiction over Americans in China. Suggested might
help insert following clause in paragraph one draft announcement: “As
the result official action in accord with government processes”. I sug-
gested this because it reaffirmed that everything we were doing was in
accord our laws and government processes.

10. Wang ignored this suggestion and returned his original argu-
ment, saying two problems before us were: (A) whether nationals could
return freely to their countries, and (B) whether governments doing
whatever possible help their return. Ambassadorial talks concerned
primarily bring about return nationals desiring to do so and proposed
announcement solved this question. He said Chinese tried meet US
halfway and listed compromises he claimed his side had already made
to meet our objections. He stated specific cases Americans cannot be
included in text of agreement in present form which is most just and
reasonable solution question. His government has taken steps and is
prepared take further steps effect return Americans.

11. I replied perhaps his government had not issued special order
preventing departure Americans but in fact they unable leave China.
Our two government processes differ and US has no exit permit system.
We have each taken measures against some nationals on other side. I
had informed Wang exactly what we had done and against which of
Chinese citizens. In contrast he told me simply that cases Americans
detained China being reviewed. This left my nationals in very vague
situation. I asked again whether review and action by his government
on American cases would fully meet request I made that all Americans
will “now” be permitted depart. I said if I understood his remarks cor-
rectly, this was not their meaning.

12. T continued by saying at our meeting a year ago Wang
informed me cases Americans being reviewed but during following
year only five American civilians imprisoned in China were released
and 25 civilians remained in jail. Judging by this experience, his state-
ment cases will be reviewed does not indicate civilians will return
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promptly US. I stated I have tried make it as clear as possible I was
here to discuss return all US civilians but we are no closer to reso-
lution that problem than when we started three weeks ago. I hoped
statement made by Chou meant situation different now from last
year but apparently not. I emphasized I had been frank and hoped
he would be equally frank because not in interest either party keep
this matter dragging on. Simple, straightforward solution problem of
civilians was permit them to return.

13. Wang returned previous line argument by saying my remarks
deviated from discussion wording proposed announcement. He stated
when last year he asked US rescind all restrictions Chinese nationals
I had said US laws could not be changed. He said I should not now
demand Chinese Government change their law governing civilians
involved cases. Said 1,523 Americans left China since 1949, 38 left this
year and review of remaining cases are additional indications his gov-
ernment’s lenient policy within framework Chinese law. He added if
anyone had tried force his government release 11 American airmen
they would not have been freed. They were released only to improve
relations two countries. Attitude PRC toward Americans in prison is to
help them leave as soon as possible. He said they had agreed to changes
in text joint announcement and could not see reason for further delay.
They had made their best effort and Americans could not object or con-
sider arrangement unjust.

14. I replied again [garble] was not text of announcement but
the return of the Americans. Phrase “preventing departure” seemed
describe action Chinese regarding American civilians but maybe Wang
knew better word. Any solution arrived at must make clear beyond
doubt that question return of Americans had been resolved. I empha-
sized we not attempting dictate how problem should be handled nor
ask changes laws or procedures and hoped, in view Chinese statement,
PRC able reach solution in accordance their laws.

15. Wang replied agreement is like key and we have only to take
it to open door to see results review cases Americans. He said efforts
reach agreement should come from both sides but he saw no compro-
mises being made by US.

16. I said hoped he would find it possible next meeting open door
wider and tell us whether results his review would be release of all
Americans. I added if his reluctance do so was a matter of timing I was
sure that could be worked out. The one and only request I had made
was the release of all Americans and I would accept changes in word-
ing of text to achieve this objective. I had told him exactly what we
prepared to do and expected him reply equally frankly.

17. Wang completely ignored my suggestion that question of
timing could be worked out. Instead he replied if we not willing take
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key, door must remain closed and could not be opened by “violence”.
If Americans forced them do anything, frankly it could not be done.
Repeated claims American Government made on basis of list tanta-
mount to obliging Chinese to comply. This they could not do because it
would mean repudiation procedures in framework Chinese law.

18. I asked Ambassador tell me what I had said that he interpreted
as my attempting use “force”. I came here to find solution with him. If he
took action regarding our nationals comparable to our action toward his,
agreement was possible. He replied by stating my “repeated claims on
basis list” was “obliging them to comply. This they could not do” etc, etc.

19. Meeting closed with much sparring, I repeating theme release
all Americans and he repeating theme key was in our hands.

Gowen

105. Telegram 562 to Geneva'

Washington, August 18, 1955, 6:19 p.m.

562. For Johnson. Your 520.

We presume reference second paragraph to QUOTE August 12
draft Agreed Announcement UNQUOTE actually refers to draft agreed
announcement quoted your 463 August 15 which was presented to
Wang at August 16 meeting PAREN your 490 PAREN.

Please confirm, giving full text Wang’s draft if you have not already
done so.

Dulles

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1855. Secret; Priority. Drafted
by McConaughy.



1955 133

106. Telegram 545 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 19, 1955, noon

545. From Johnson. Deptel 562.

August 16 draft correct. Understand transmission error already
corrected.

Mytel 540 gave Wang’s amendments our August 16 draft. However
avoid any possibility error following is full text first portion Wang’s
draft. Second portion same mutatis mutandis:

“The Ambassadors of the PRC and the USA have agreed to
announce the measures which their respective governments have
adopted with respect to return of nationals of each located in the coun-
try of the other. With respect to American nationals residing in the PRC,
Ambassador Wang Ping-nan on behalf of the Government of the PRC
has informed Ambassador U. Alexis Johnson that:

1. The PRC recognizes that American nationals in the PRC who
desire to return are entitled to do so and declares that it has adopted
and will further adopt appropriate measures so that they can exercise
their right to return.

2. The PRC agrees that the office of the Charge d’Affaires of the UK
in the PRC will be authorized to assist the return to the USA of those
American nationals who desire to do so follows:

(A) If any American national believes that contrary to declared pol-
icy of the PRC he is encountering obstruction in departure he may so
inform the office of the Charge d’Affaires of the UK and request it to
make representations on his behalf with the Government of the PRC. If
desired by the US the office of the Charge d’Affaires of the UK may also
make investigation on the facts.

(B) If any American national in the PRC who desires to return to the
US has difficulty in paying the return expenses, the office of the Charge
d’Affaires of the UK may render him financial assistance needed to per-
mit his return.

3. The Government of the PRC will give wide publicity to the fore-
going arrangements and the office of the Charge d’Affaires of the UK in
the PRC may also do so.”

Gowen

Note: Mr. Waddell’s office (FE) notified 10 a.m. 8/19/55 EMB (CWO)

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1955. Confidential; Priority.
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107. Telegram 547 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 19, 1955, noon

547. From Johnson. Re New Delhi’s 333 rptd Geneva 28.

Seems to me attempt revise draft agreed announcement (Mytel
463) fully to meet point raised by GOI note raises real problems for
US. I would suggest substitution phrase “Republic of India” in place
“Embassy Republic of India in US” in numbered para two, remainder
draft to be left as is but prior agreement GOI thereto to be obtained. In
theory CHICOMS should obtain GOI agreement but as CHICOM inter-
est is in enlarging scope representation believe it would be preferable
if we also did so.

Would appreciate instructions prior to Saturday’s meeting as Wang
will probably raise.

Gowen
Note: FE message center notified 8:30 am 8/19 EMB (CWO)

ISource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1955. Secret; Niact.

108. Telegram 551 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 19, 1955, 5 p.m.

551. From Johnson.

1. Re last paragraph Deptel 542 and previous on statement to be
made in event recess proposed by Wang or proposed by me in case
threatened break. In either these events believe first step should be pro-
posal by me of agreed announcement to explain recess. If as I antici-
pate Wang turns down any agreed announcement acceptable to us way
would be cleared under our agreement on private nature of meetings
for me to notify him that we intended make unilateral statement along
lines Deptel 496. Under our agreement feel I am obliged give him at
least 24 hour notification. I would of course hope that our threat make
unilateral statement would cause him reconsider.

YSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1955. Confidential.
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2. Following is text of agreed announcement which I would pro-
pose to him:

3. “For the past ..... weeks, the Ambassadors of the USA and the
PRC have been seeking a settlement of item one on their agenda, the
return of civilians of both sides to their respective countries. Ambas-
sador Johnson has informed Ambassador Wang that all Chinese in the
US who desire to travel to the PRC are now free to do so. Ambassador
Wang has informed Ambassador Johnson that all Americans in the PRC
who desire to leave are now free to do so, with the exception of those
involved in unfinished civil or criminal cases. With respect to the lat-
ter, Ambassador Wang has stated that his government is reviewing all
cases and that he will report the results of the reviews to Ambassador
Johnson.

4. “The two Ambassadors, with the approval of their governments,
have also agreed in principle to a joint declaration to be made by the
two governments which would formally confirm

(A) That all nationals of either under the authority of the other who
desire to return home are now free to do so;

(B) That a third party in each country may be designated to assist
such return if ever a national desiring to return believes that, contrary
to declared policy, he is encountering official obstruction, and

(C) That such third party may also be the means of providing
financial assistance to those desiring to return.

5. “However, Ambassador Wang has indicated the PRC is unable
to subscribe unconditionally to this declaration pending completion
of the review of all American cases by the PRC. In order to allow for
the completion of these reviews, the two Ambassadors have agreed to
recess their talks for ..... weeks. It is anticipated that when the talks are
resumed it will be possible promptly to reach an agreement which will
permit the departure from the PRC of all Americans who desire to leave
and the issuance of a joint declaration along the lines of that referred
to above.

Unquote.

Gowen
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109. Telegram 569 to Geneva'

Washington, August 19, 1955, 11:46 a.m.

569. For Johnson from the Secretary. Your 520 and 537.

We do not yet have full text proposal referred to your 520. Super-
ficially paragraph 1 seems to represent some advance. Indeed if word
QUOTE immediately UNQUOTE were inserted before QUOTE further
adopt UNQUOTE and if word QUOTE promptly UNQUOTE were
inserted before QUOTE exercise UNQUOTE we would believe it might
be acceptable. We would however want it clearly understood that
QUOTE promptly UNQUOTE meant that a beginning would be made
at once and completion effected within some such period as two or
three months and that unless this in fact developed we would not con-
sider they were acting in good faith and that further talks might then
be broken off. However this understanding need not be made public
unless it were breached.

As talks have developed it seems to us that Chinese Commu-
nists are frustrating agreed first purpose of resumed ambassadorial
level talks. That agreed first purpose was QUOTE to aid in settling
the matter of repatriation of civilians who desire to return to their
respective countries UNQUOTE. Also we again recall Chou En-lai’s
statement that purpose forthcoming talks at ambassadorial level was
QUOTE first of all UNQUOTE to reach a reasonable settlement of
this matter.

As we read your cables, Wang’s proposal would leave situation
in precisely the same unsettled state it was when new negotiations
were agreed to. It seems to us that until Wang is prepared agree that
Americans in China who want to return can promptly do so, we have
no alternative but to stand pat constantly repeating that the agreed
first purpose of talks is to QUOTE settle UNQUOTE these cases and
what settlement does he propose.

Dulles

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1855. Secret; Niact. Drafted by
Dulles; cleared by McConaughy.
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110. Telegram 582 to Geneva'

Washington, August 19, 1955

582. For Johnson.

1. Your 540. Department believes principal objective is obtain Chi-
nese Communist agreement our version paragraph 1 as set forth Sec-
retary’s 569. In order facilitate Wang’s acceptance satisfactory version
paragraph 1, we would be willing make some concessions on textual
points enumerated your 540. While in each case our language believed
somewhat preferable there is no fundamental issue involved as we see
it and we would yield in order afford additional face saving to Wang if
he agrees on our proposed paragraph 1. Specifically we would accept
paragraph B PAREN insertion of QUOTE USA agrees that UNQUOTE
PAREN, C PAREN omission word QUOTE official UNQUOTE PAREN,
E PAREN rewording of paragraph 2 A PAREN subject clarification
garble following words QUOTE if desired by the UNQUOTE, and
F PAREN substitution QUOTE PRC UNQUOTE for QUOTE China
mainland QUOTE PAREN. Regarding D PAREN substitution QUOTE
Office of Charge d’Affaires of UK UNQUOTE for QUOTE British
Embassy UNQUOTE PAREN British Embassy perceives no objection
but has queried Foreign Office.

2. Your 543. As to Wang’s proposed supplementary statement Legal
Adpviser is working on this and we will not have anything definitive for
you in time for tomorrow’s meeting. Expect to send definite instruc-
tions by early next week. Believe this delay not important inasmuch
as it seems unlikely that final agreement will be reached at tomorrow’s
meeting. Our preliminary reaction to paragraph 1. A. is that we could
accept some sort statement making clear that each side is acting entirely
on its own and that no question interference jurisdiction arises on either
side. We will naturally desire avoid language which would imply US
recognition CPR attributes of sovereignty.

As to paragraph 1.B. you should take position this point is ade-
quately covered by representation provisions agreed announcement
and it therefore is unnecessary.

3. Your 547, New Delhi’s 333 repeated Geneva 28. We will respect
wishes Indian Government in regard nomenclature. Presume Wang
will introduce this question. You should be prepared accept language
QUOTE Government of the Republic of India UNQUOTE in place of

1 Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1855. Secret; Niact. Drafted
by McConaughy and Sebald; cleared in substance by Dulles. The time of transmission
is illegible.
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QUOTE Indian Embassy UNQUOTE only in first sentence paragraph
2 of agreed announcement. Subsequent references to Indian Embassy
should be retained. We plan make it clear to GOI in our reply that it is
our understanding Embassy would be agency GOI for implementation
agreement and that no Indian Commission or special team would be
sent to US for this purpose.

Dulles

111. Letter 4 from Johnson to McConaughy'

Letter No. 4 Geneva, August 19, 1955

Dear Walter:

I received your letter of August 17th today. This is very good pouch
service and if it could be maintained would certainly be most helpful. I
also received your letters of August 12th and 15th but did not reply in
view of Ed Martin’s return as I knew that he would fill you all in much
better than I could by letter.

Doug Forman has arrived, and I greatly appreciate the effort which
was made thoroughly to brief him before he left. It has been very help-
ful to me.

Frankly I am still bothered by what might not entirely accurately
be described as our present “all or nothing” position. I fully appreci-
ate that it is a question of judgment upon which it is not possible to
be categorical one way or another. You may be entirely right that their
desire to move on to item two is so strong that they will eventually
concede, but I, nevertheless, stick to my original estimate even if this
is true it is going to be a long, hard struggle. There is no question on
the moral rightness of our position, but, unfortunately, that seems to
have little influence on the people with whom I am dealing. What par-
ticularly bothers me is that our position is resulting in the retention of
persons whose release could otherwise be obtained while we wrestle
with getting all the others. I am finding it hard to equate the cases of
say Harriet Mills and some of the missionaries with some of the other
cases, much though we intend to get them all out. Of course, all this
in turn largely depends upon whether it is Chou’s intention to exploit

! Source: Department of State, Geneva Talks Files, Lot 72D415. Secret; Official-
Informal. Johnson signed the original “Alex.”
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those remaining for further concessions from us. Of course one cannot
be sure, but I still have the feeling that they consider just about the
maximum amount of capital has been squeezed from the prisoners
and that the others would gradually be released in their own way and
in their own time.

It seems to me that also we are running some risk, slight though
it may seem at the time, that the maintenance of our present position
just might result in a breakdown of these talks, if not because of devel-
opments here but because of incidents elsewhere and that this would
result in indefinite detention by the Chinese of those whose release
we could have otherwise obtained. Of course, the only way in which
I could fully and finally test the Chinese Communist position on this
and bring maximum pressure would be to force the issue to the point
of threatening a breakdown from our side. We would be gambling that
their desire is so strong to go on to item two that they would not permit
it to happen, but, on the other hand, if they called my bluff it would
indefinitely delay the release of any Americans.

I do not say our present position is wrong and will, of course,
continue to present it to the best of my ability. However, I hope that
in reaching a decision full weight has also been given to these other
considerations. I have never felt the situation was so simple as throw-
ing in the sponge when we were near agreement on all Americans
because I did not feel that we were that near that point. I hope that I
am wrong.

I sent an “eyes only” to the Secretary last night on the possibility
of my very privately having Wang to a meal, and, if it is our intention
maintain our present position, putting it to him just as forcefully as I
can. It is my feeling that if I would do this in this atmosphere it would
be much more effective than anything further I might say in our meet-
ings and that the gesture of inviting him to dinner just might help in
bringing Chou around. I think that it is a situation which calls for using
all the arts of our profession.

If I do not do this, it seems to me that I should probably adopt the
opposite tack and, while trying to avoid anything that would precipi-
tate a break, could take a much less “reasonable” attitude at meetings
and attempt to give him a feeling that if we don’t get what we are ask-
ing for we would be willing to see a break develop. This would be a
difficult operation to perform without its leading to a break if they are
in fact willing to break over the issue.

I am also glad to see the improvement in the press. From what
Doug Forman tells me, I fear that I had perhaps in the past not made
clear enough to all of you, including Carl McCardle, that I have been
spending a great deal of time seeing individual correspondents and
believe that it has done some good.
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The Department’s telegrams of instructions are most prompt
and helpful, and I greatly appreciate the tremendous amount of most
urgent work that I know goes into each of them. The regional commu-
nications supervisor came over here from Paris and there has been a
considerable improvement in our code room problems. With the end-
ing of the Atomic Energy Conference, there should be further improve-
ment. | am still distressed at the amount of time it takes things to move
between us.

With kindest regards, I remain
Sincerely yours,

U. Alexis Johnson
American Ambassador

PS. I assume that you, Sebald and Robertson will see any “eyes
only” transmitted to the Secretary. I will only very occasionally use this
when I am particularly anxious matter not be given any further circula-
tion in the Department.

You might tell the Secretary that he owes me a franc for the use of
“conference” in his 526.

UAJ

112. Letter 6 from McConaughy to Johnson'

Letter No. 6 Washington, August 19, 1955
Dear Alex:

The pouch service may be less frequent from now on. If there is
going to be only one a week, we cannot depend very heavily upon
the official-informal letter channel. I hope we can find some means of
exchanging letters at least twice a week.

The deadlock seems pretty tight following the August 18 meet-
ing. We thought, on the basis of your 520, that the Wang Paragraph
1 proposal might give some hope of progress, but your 537 affords
less ground for optimism. The Secretary’s telegram 569 of last night
gives you as much negotiating leeway as is possible under present

! Source: Department of State, Geneva Talks Files, Lot 72D415. Secret; Official-
Informal. Printed from an unsigned copy.
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circumstances without compromising the essential principle. This
telegram gives the Chinese Communists an easy way out if they are
willing to take it, for it means in effect that we would accept their
promise as to Americans who would not be released immediately and
the understanding on the remaining Americans would not have to be
publicized at present. This is going a pretty long way. If we went any
further to meet their demands, we would not even have a Communist
promise in exchange for U.S. performance. We would indeed be “buy-
ing a pig in a poke”.

The August 20 meeting might be fairly decisive. The added negoti-
ating latitude given you in the Secretary’s 569 probably will enable you
to ascertain whether Chou’s July 30 statement which you have ham-
mered so hard, really means anything. If there is no affirmative action
from Wang, the deadlock on Item 1 is indeed a tight one.

Ed Martin arrived here on Wednesday the 17th and gave us very
full and illuminating reports over a period of several hours. He saw the
Secretary for over half an hour in the afternoon and conveyed a clear
picture of the atmosphere of the negotiations and the nuances of the
give-and-take which cannot be obtained from the telegrams. We have a
better grasp of what you are up against and a better visualization of the
general environment of the talks.

The head of Foreign Assets Control of Treasury Department gave
the Secretary a full briefing on the 17th regarding the relationship of
Foreign Assets Control Regulations to possible travel of American
citizens to Communist China. This was in relation to the Secretary’s
526 to you. He made it clear that the licensing procedures under the
Regulations are flexible and Treasury will of course readily accept for-
eign policy guidance from State.

We have informed Cooper on August 17 of the general nature of
the impasse we have encountered and he has informed the Indian Gov-
ernment of the failure, as we see it, of Wang Ping-nan to live up to
Chou En-lai’s July 30 statement. Cooper has informed the Indian Gov-
ernment that Chinese nationals in the U.S. who wish to return to Com-
munist China are free to do so and that the Chinese Communists have
entirely failed to match this position. Cooper was authorized to inform
the Indians that we were not prepared to go on to discuss other matters
until the agreed first item was disposed of. Bohlen in Moscow has also
been informed. It is conceivable that the Indians or the Soviets or both
may [unclear—exert?] some influence on Peiping to moderate its posi-
tion, although we have carefully avoided a request of any intervention
by either Government. If they do anything it will be on their own initia-
tive and responsibility.
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There is nothing but admiration for the ingenuity, resolution and
patience you are showing in holding Wang to the basic issue through
these seemingly interminable exchanges.

I hope you were not disappointed when no telephone call came
through last Sunday. You will understand it was not as a result of any
lack of desire to talk, but solely because we are apprehensive about
possible monitoring and the difficulty of having a meaningful conver-
sation which does not skirt on sensitive matters.

All the best and sincere regards,

Sincerely

113. Telegram 560 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 20, 1955, 1 p.m.

560. From Johnson.

One hour and half meeting this morning again with no visible
progress. I opened with statement to effect our agreed purpose was
settle matter return civilians, I had told him exactly what we had done
with respect Chinese and were prepared to do representation, was
still waiting know settlement his government proposed make Amer-
icans. When this information available could readily agree exact lan-
guage public announcement but futile further discussion form words
until both clear as to substance of what we are announcing. He replied
reiterating previous positions but during course give and take I asked
him series questions to which his replies made clear all repeat all cases
being qte reviewed ungte, qte completion review unqte means persons
can promptly depart for US, review all cases not qte completed ungqte,
qte he could not forecast time required complete remaining cases unqte
which was dependent on qte nature case, conduct individual, improve-
ment relations between two countries unqte. Talks were one indication
improvement and agreement on putting third party representation into
operation would be additional improvement. All this would qte make
settlement of cases easier than in the past ungte.

Had made their qte best effort unqte. All argument that he would
reciprocate frankness with which I had made detailed explanation
action taken respect Chinese in US was evaded or brushed aside. My

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-2055. Confidential; Niact.
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efforts this regard were qte infringement of sovereignty and interfer-
ence their juridical processes which they could never accept ungte.

I deliberately avoided any discussions details representation
arrangement in order keep discussion focused on central issue. For
same reason I also avoided answering familiar allegations treatment
Chinese in US and their treatment Americans China.

Next meeting Tuesday, 10 A.M.

Gowen

Note: Mr. Waddell’s office (FE) notified 8/20/55 9:52 a.m. EMB (CWO)

114. Telegram 563 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 20, 1955, 5 p.m.

563. From Johnson.

1. Following is full text Wang’s proposed “understandings” as
given me August 18 meeting which may be helpful in study referred to
Deptel 582 paragraph two.

2. “In your proposed agreed announcement no specific pro-
visions have been made of those nationals with unfinished civil or
criminal cases. At our last meeting, however, you stated that you did
not think anything that you said in the agreed announcement in any
way infringed upon or raised a question of sovereignty or jurisdiction
and that you did not in any way attempt to dictate to my govern-
ment on what measure or action it should take, that being matters
only my government could decide. You also stated that you had never
suggested cases of Americans should be settled outside the frame-
work of our law and that you had always presumed that the measures
taken by my government were within the framework of our juridical
procedures.

3. On the basis of our understanding of your statements we are
ready to agree to write down in the agreed announcement that both
sides announce that they have adopted and will further adopt appro-
priate measures to enable the nationals of the other side who desire
to return to exercise their rights to do so, without specifically raising

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-2055. Confidential; Priority.
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the question of those being involved in unfinished civil or criminal
cases.

4. As regards the question of one government making requests
on behalf of its nationals towards the entrusted country, I have pro-
posed that the respective governments should be able to request,
on behalf of their own nationals who desire to return, the entrusted
country to investigate the facts and to make representations with the
government of the other side in order to resolve the difficulties of
such civilians in their departure. However, your proposed agreed
announcement also failed to provide for this point. At our last meet-
ing you indicated that after the implementation of the third country
arrangement nationals of each side can directly approach the diplo-
matic mission of the third country concerned. If, however, nationals
of any side report to their government about their departure being
prevented the government concerned can also refer these complaints
to the third country for the latter to make representations or to carry
out investigation. I believe you certainly will have no objection to
that. With this understanding we will also agree to make no provision
on this point in our agreement.

5. I request that the above two points be included in the record of
the meeting.”

Gowen

115. Telegram 564 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 20, 1955, 5 p.m.

564. From Johnson.

1.1did not at today’s meeting introduce textual changes mentioned
first para Secretary’s tel 569 nor those mentioned para one Deptel 582 as
it was very clear that question is not verbal formula but factual situation
and no concession on words was going to move him to any substantive
concession on Americans. Wang will probably agree almost any verbal
formula for para one but will insist on understanding that agreement
does not infringe on CHICOM sovereignty and jurisdiction which he

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-2055. Secret; Priority.
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will interpret to mean that qte unfinished civil and criminal cases unqte
will be settled in own way and own time.

2. Issue is very clear and there is little left to say until shift in posi-
tion one side or another.

3.My present thinking is thatat Tuesday’s meeting I might introduce
redraft qte agreed announcement ungte based upon Wang’s August 18
draft (Mytel 545) modified as suggested first para Secretary’s tel 569
and para one Deptel 582 together with an qte understanding unqte on
jurisdiction to be based on legal study mentioned para 2 Deptel 582 in
which I would include a statement on timing of CHICOM completion
review gte unfinished civil and criminal cases unqte. I would think that
a phrase somewhat as follows would be sufficient: qte It is understood
that the PRC has completed the review of some unfinished civil and
criminal cases involving Americans and that these Americans will be
able promptly to depart for the US. It is understood that the review of
all remaining civil and criminal cases involving Americans will be com-
pleted within ..... weeks and that they will thereupon be able to depart
for the US. Unqte

4. My tactic would be to present Wang with full text of draft agreed
announcement and qte understanding ungte pointing out how far we
have gone to meet his point of view and stating it is only for him to
insert some reasonable number of weeks in blank to conclude matter.
I would state qte understanding unqte would not be made public. In
event qte understanding ungte breached it seems to me we would have
full freedom make public.

5. Clear that under his present instructions Wang could not accept
foregoing but it would place me in strongest possible negotiating
position.

6. Only other suggestion I have for action on our part which might
resolve impasse would be to enter into agreement without any qte
understanding ungte on time period during which release of Ameri-
cans would be completed but take position that agenda item one not
settled until release all Americans who desire leave and therefore not
possible proceed to item two until that time. I merely suggest this as a
possibility which I have not thoroughly thought through.

Gowen

Note: Mr. Waddell’s office (FE) notified 1:45 p.m. 8/20/55 MTB
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116. Telegram 566 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 20, 1955, 6 p.m.

566. From Johnson.

1. At 9th meeting today I opened by reading prepared statement.
I said our two governments agreed first purpose discussions was to set-
tle matter return civilians who desire to do so. I had told Wang exactly
and precisely what we have done and are prepared to do regarding Chi-
nese in US and of arrangements we willing make for their assistance by
Indian Embassy. I repeated I was still waiting hear settlement proposed
regarding American nationals desiring return and, while not attempting
dictate action to be taken by Chinese, emphasized purpose our talks was
to discuss all civilians desiring return. I concluded futile to discuss form
of words used in public announcement until both clear in our minds sub-
stance of what we were announcing. Therefore difficult for me see how
we could make further progress until this was done.

2. Wang reverted to his line argument last meeting accusing us rais-
ing same old points and introducing nothing new. Stated if we agreed to
text announcement then he would tell procedures his government will-
ing take and results cases of Americans which have been reviewed.

3. I then asked series simple, direct questions in attempt further
clarify his exact position.

4.1 asked if his government was reviewing all civil and criminal
cases involving Americans. He replied he had answered this question
in affirmative many times.

5. I asked whether as soon as governments agreed arrange third
party assistance for civilians who wished return he would inform us
results cases Americans reviewed. He agreed.

6. I asked whether reviews cases all Americans completed. He
hedged. I stated implication was that all not completed. He returned
to standard formula that they would advise on results when reviews
completed. Later he stated very clearly reviews had been completed on
some but not the others.

7.1then asked whether completion review meant that persons con-
cerned would be able return promptly to US. He replied clearly that
they could depart China promptly.

8. I asked whether possible give estimate time required complete
reviews remaining cases in accordance laws and procedures his govern-
ment. He replied time required complete reviews depended upon two

YSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-2055. Confidential.
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factors: (1) nature of cases involved, which included conduct of persons
themselves; and (2) the state of relations between our two countries. In
amplifying latter, he said these talks represented improvement. Also
their release of “guilty” airmen done in effort improve relations. Later
he added agreement on third party representation would also constitute
improvement relations.

9.1stated it takes two to improve relations and that I knew of no sin-
gle thing which from our standpoint would do more to improve relations
than reaching solution on question return our nationals. Added that if
he could state specific period time required to review cases Americans
and permit them return, this would be of great help in improvement
relations. Wang replied impossible and unrealistic predict time required
such review, but if agreement reached on representation and relations
between our countries improved things would move easier than in the
past. He commented he could not expect me to say when Chinese stu-
dents would be able leave US. I replied immediately that I could and
repeated my categorical assurance when he endeavored qualify it.

10. At this point he began reading long prepared statement review-
ing all points he brought up at last meeting. These included: their alleged
willingness agree our text; their assurance they had made greatest effort
reach agreement and responsibility for failure not theirs; claim that
Americans at no time were prevented from leaving China and more had
left proportionately than Chinese had left US; statement all cases were
being reviewed and civil cases could leave upon reasonable settlement
while criminal cases would receive lenient treatment; and their objection
that our insistence release all Americans held constituted interference
their law and juridical processes which they could never accept.

11. Statement concluded alleging difficulties Chinese students
departing US due harassment by immigration officials, delays due
loss their files by authorities, inconvenience due confiscation of funds
sent for their travel and intimidation students go to Taiwan or apply
for refugee status in US. He said some recently returned Chinese
received official obstruction even after they had left US and obstruction
extended even to Hong Kong. He said these criticisms concerned only
ordinary Chinese in US and I could not tell him offhand how many
more Chinese were detained and jailed under federal and state laws
due to unfinished civil and criminal cases. He requested our side inves-
tigate such cases and added third party would also look into matter. He
concluded on theme which he emphasized often before to effect that
demands amounting to infringement on their sovereignty and juridical
process could not be tolerated.

12.1said inreply only that I knew of no Chinese who desired return
involved in what he termed unfinished civil and criminal cases and fur-
thermore that if he would provide me with names I would immediately
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look into any cases Chinese whose departure had been interfered with
by official acts contrary to statements I had made.

13. Wang closed meeting by saying if we failed agree on announce-
ment it was not his responsibility as they had made their greatest
effort. He said he could not provide me with names of Chinese stu-
dents in difficulty lest our actions against them should be even more
unfavorable.

Gowen

117. Telegram 598 to Geneva'

Washington, August 21, 1955, 9:23 p.m.

598. For Johnson. Your 564 and 566.

We are telegraphing separately, with view to its introduction by
you at August 23 meeting, full text of “agreed announcement” as it has
now evolved (with drafting changes which we consider essential) and
request your immediate concurrence or comments.

You will note from this revised draft that U.S. and PRC sections on
repatriation not exactly parallel. This is reflection of fact that PRC so far
unwilling to match our position. We feel announcement should state
our position accurately. We would naturally welcome matching state-
ment PRC. If they still refuse, deviation from parallel language seems
unavoidable.

In general we do not desire any private agreements which add to or
subtract from “agreed announcement” or which provide anything other
than reasonable interpretation of it. On this basis we perceive no justi-
fication for “understanding” on jurisdiction question raised by Wang.
Assuming communists unwilling go beyond compromise language on
repatriation contained in our draft text “agreed announcement”, you
should insist on understanding which would contain reasonable inter-
pretation of time limit, i.e. “promptly” for completion of review of cases
of detained Americans as stated Deptel 569. No objection language
quoted latter part paragraph 3 your 564.

Dulles

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-2055. Secret; Priority. Drafted
by Sebald and McConaughy; cleared in substance by Dulles.
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118. Telegram 599 to Geneva'

Washington, August 21, 1955, 9:23 p.m.

599. For Johnson.

Re Deptel 598. Following is text of draft “Agreed Announcement.”
BEGIN TEXT

QUOTE

The Ambassadors of the USA and the PRC have agreed to announce
the measures which their respective Governments have adopted with
respect to repatriation of civilians who desire to return to their respec-
tive countries.

With respect to Chinese residing in the United States, Ambassador
Johnson, on behalf of the US Government, has informed Ambassador
Wang that: (1) The US recognizes that Chinese in the USA who desire
to return to the PRC are now entitled to do so and declares that it has
adopted measures so that they may in fact promptly return. (2) The
US will authorize the Government of the Republic of India to assist
return to the PRC of those Chinese who desire to do so as follows: (a) If
any Chinese in the USA believes that contrary to the declared policy of
the USA he is encountering obstruction in departure he may so inform
the Indian Embassy in the USA and request it to make representations
on his behalf to the US Government. If desired by the PRC the Indian
Government may also make investigation of the facts in any such case.
(b) If a Chinese in the US who desires to return to the PRC has difficulty
in paying his return expenses, the Indian Government may render him
financial assistance needed to permit his return. (3) The Government
of the US will give wide publicity in the USA to the foregoing arrange-
ments and the Government of India may also do so.

With respect to Americans residing in the PRC, Ambassador Wang
on behalf of the PRC has informed Ambassador Johnson that: (1) The
PRC recognizes that Americans in the PRC who desire to return to the
USA are entitled to do so and declares that it has adopted and will fur-
ther adopt appropriate measures so that they can promptly exercise their
right to return. (2) The PRC will authorize the Government of the UK
to assist in the return to the US of those Americans who desire to do so
as follows: (a) If any American in the PRC believes that contrary to the
declared policy of the PRC he is encountering obstruction in departure
he may so inform the Office of the Charge d’Affaires of the UK in the

LSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-2155. Secret; Priority. Drafted
by Dulles; cleared by Sebald.
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PRC and request it to make representations on his behalf to the Govern-
ment of the PRC. If desired by the US, the Government of the UK may
also make investigation of the facts in any such case. (b) If an American
in the PRC who desires to return to the US has difficulty in paying his
return expenses, the Government of the UK may render him financial
assistance needed to permit his return. (3) The Government of the PRC
will give wide publicity in the PRC to the foregoing arrangements.

UNQUOTE
END TEXT

Dulles

119. Telegram 571 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 22, 1955, 11 a.m.

571. From Johnson.

1. Subject following comments concur text draft “agreed announce-
ment” Deptel 599:

(A) Note that word “nationals” has been dropped following “Chi-
nese” and “American” where appeared all previous texts including
those we introduced. Not clear on reason and desire authority restore if
question raised by Wang.

(B) Assume omission phrase “and the Government UK may also
do so” in numbered paragraph 3 (last sentence Deptel 598) inadvertent.
Probably little value under conditions in PRC but do not see why we
do not obtain for what it may be worth exactly same privilege for UK in
PRC as we give India in US.

In any event as phrased is discretionary rather than obligatory for
UK.

2. Believe it will not be possible avoid question “jurisdiction”. As
I have previously said they obviously concerned we are attempting in
some way reestablish extraterritorial principle for Americans in PRC.
Rightly or wrongly I have said in informal give and take substantially
what Wang quotes in paragraph 2 my telegram 563 and he will insist I
either reaffirm, deny or amend the statement. It still seems to me that
my statement is unexceptional and is consistent with language latter
part paragraph 3 my telegram 564. My thought would be simply set

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-2255. Secret; Niact.
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forth in “understanding” that “nothing in agreed announcement is
intended raise any question of sovereignty, or jurisdiction over nation-
als of one country in territory of other and that it is assumed that mea-
sures referred to in numbered paragraph 1 of statement by Ambassador
Wang contained in ‘agreed announcement” and measures referred to in
paragraph 1 of statement by Ambassador Johnson in ‘agreed announce-
ment” are taken within the framework of the laws and legal procedures
of their respective countries.”

3. It seems to me this is not inconsistent with first sentence para-
graph 3 Deptel 598. My thought is that such an “understanding”
including language latter part paragraph 3 my telegram 564 would
in substance simply be oral statements exchanged between Wang and
myself in meeting, although we would, in accordance with our arrange-
ment at opening talks, give to other copy of any remarks we had made
which we desired other side have exact words.

4. Believe my ability do this would materially strengthen my nego-
tiating position in attempting extract from him “understanding” on
timing release Americans.

Gowen

120. Telegram 602 to Geneva'

Washington, August 22, 1955, 3:52 p.m.

602. For Johnson. Your 571.

1. PAREN a PAREN Word QUOTE nationals UNQUOTE has pur-
posely been dropped minimize possible Chinese claim that we recog-
nize in public document jurisdiction of PRC over Chinese in USA. Not

recognizing PRC as legal government China we are unable agree that
Chinese in USA are its QUOTE nationals UNQUOTE.

(b) No objection adding phrase QUOTE and the Government UK
may also do so UNQUOTE. We purposely omitted phrase because we
unable see that it would have any utility and we did not want to seem
to think that it had.

2. Deptel 599. Delete word QUOTE residing UNQUOTE in first
sentences in second and third paragraphs because QUOTE residence

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-2255. Secret; Niact. Drafted by
Sebald, McConaughy, and Phleger; approved in draft by Dulles.
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UNQUOTE has technical meaning not applicable to many Americans
and Chinese within scope of arrangements.

3. After full consideration we believe that basic text our 599 is
sound and should be pressed vigorously with oral understanding with
Wang that word QUOTE promptly UNQUOTE is defined as indicated
Secretary’s 569, paragraph 1. We would not be willing proceed to item 2
of agenda until all Americans actually released or acceptable time limit
agreed upon.

4. If it should prove utterly impossible get Wang’s agreement to
foregoing without an QUOTE understanding UNQUOTE, you are
authorized indicate you would consider ad referendum an oral QUOTE
understanding UNQUOTE which would cover both Wang's jurisdiction
point and definition word QUOTE promptly UNQUOTE. If we agreed
to QUOTE understanding UNQUOTE it could not repeat not be private.
It would have to be announced simultaneously with agreement. Text this
QUOTE understanding UNQUOTE telegraphed separately.

Dulles

121. Telegram 603 to Geneva'

Washington, August 22, 1955, 3:53 p.m.

603. For Johnson.

Deptel 602. Following is text of “understanding” authorized as
fall-back position:

“Nothing in agreed announcements are intended involve any
question of sovereignty or jurisdiction and it is assumed that measures
referred to in the announcements are taken within framework of laws
and legal procedures of their respective countries. It is understood that
the PRC has completed the review of some unfinished civil and crim-
inal cases involving Americans and that these Americans will be able
promptly to depart for the U.S. It is understood that the review of all
remaining civil and criminal cases involving Americans will be com-
pleted within (blank) weeks and that they will thereupon be able to
depart for the U.S.”

Dulles

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-2255. Secret; Niact. Drafted by
Sebald; cleared by Phleger and McConaughy in draft and by Dulles.
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122. Letter 8 from McConaughy to Johnson'

Letter No. 8 Washington, August 22, 1955
Dear Alex:

This has been a hectic morning with all efforts concentrated on
getting out a reply to your 571 in time for a possible further exchange
with you before tomorrow’s meeting. The pouch is closing now, so
I won’t be able to put anything substantive in this letter. I just want
you to know that the pouch channel is still open and that we are
working pretty long hours, seven days a week on the Geneva prob-
lems. It is a pity that I can not put full time on Geneva. It is physically
impossible to run the office and devote proper time and reflection to
your problems.

We hope to establish a semi-weekly pouch service to Geneva so
that if all goes well you will receive a letter from me a few days hence.

Sincerely

1 Source: Department of State, Geneva Talks Files, Lot 72D415. Secret; Official-
Informal. Printed from an unsigned copy.

123. Telegram 585 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 23, 1955, 9 a.m.

585. From Johnson.

1. Had Wang to dinner last night with Ekvall and Wang’s inter-
preter. Talked from 7:30 until midnight using every device of carrot and
stick of which I was capable but made no visible progress.

2. I had not intended enter into detailed discussion negotiations
but he took initiative, restating his position and trying to impress on
me number Americans that would immediately be released “was very
considerable” and number remaining “would not be large”. He was
obviously trying very hard to reassure me “everything was going be

1 Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-2355. Secret; Priority; Very
Limited Distribution.
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all right” and that release remainder would not take long without say-
ing anything I could seize upon as commitment. (His instructions are
clearly very rigid on this.) In response my pressing him throughout
evening on definite time he continued return to an involved and tortu-
ous explanation which I found it entirely impossible to pin down to a
definite time period.

However the purport seemed to be that time would be less than
year, as would be “doubly easy and doubly quick” over situation
during past year. However, ominous note of “state of relations” as
one factor in timing continued reappear. I returned again and again
to necessity specific promise on time, even private if they desired
(Deptel 602 was not received until after I had returned) but he flatly
refused. “Absolutely would not be forced into and could not state any
exact time.”

3. While touching in varying degree on most of arguments I have
used in previous meetings I hammered hard on theme that they were
entirely misreading American public opinion if they expected slow
piecemeal releases to “improve relations”. Any release involves tell-
ing of stories by former prisoners and produced very adverse pub-
lic opinion reactions. This had to be expected. Best course in their
self-interest was carry out immediate release of all. Wang countered
we had previously made flyers major factor, they would not release
even response UN SecGen, but released unilaterally interest good
atmosphere and demonstration good faith these talks. “Did not hold
them as bargaining counters and did not intend hold any others as
bargaining counters.” They knew Col. Arnold very “antagonistic” but
this did not prevent his being included release. Intimation was they
very disappointed not only at public reaction to release but that after
flyers had been removed as subject these talks we had now raised ante
in demanding release all others immediately or in specified time. I
countered by returning to theme public reaction to be expected, noted
press attention flyers now declining and cited as proof value getting
remaining cases completed quickly as possible. Believe this line may
have made some impression.

4. 1 carefully outlined successive concessions we had made to
obtain agreement and repeatedly stressed “we could go no further”.
“We did not even have a definite promise, much less performance we
expected, particularly in light Chou’s statements”. I also made it clear
could not proceed anything else until item one settled. (He has never
suggested we do so but of course their idea of settlement and ours
are still very different.) Also in context importance their meeting our
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position on item one said it was important agreement be reached as if
we failed probably would be long time until contact such as this could
be resumed. He put his own emphasis on latter theme.

5. He give me good opportunity to make clear no possibility
even considering American visitors until all Americans now detained
released by bringing up their desire for visitors including Americans
and mentioning proposal for exchange “Chinese opera” and Porgy
and Bess companies. (This regard said they were not “Boxers” desiring
expel foreigners.)

6. During first part of evening he made apparently very purpose-
ful lead up to but did not pursue idea American aid their economic
development “which would require at least to end of century”. Much
of this was familiar Chou line with foreign visitors. However there was
no reference whatever to USSR, frank admission much difficulty and
special reference to “peasant conservatism”, China wants no war with
US, traditionally friendly, nostalgic reminiscences of friendship during
World War II etc.

7.1spoke very frankly on particularly CHICOM treatment US con-
sular and diplomatic personnel at time CHICOM takeover and also on
lack justification CHICOM intervention Korea and our unparalleled
restraint there. His defense treatment consular and diplomatic person-
nel perfunctory and almost admission had been mistake. He showed
little inclination defend Korean intervention or to retreat behind
“volunteers”.

8. Subjects Formosa, Seventh Fleet, trade etc. not mentioned any
way.

9. We agreed meet as scheduled this morning at which time I will
introduce our counterproposal accordance Deptel 571 and previous for
which I prepared ground last night. However view last night’s talk will
keep discussion to minimum necessary.

Gowen

Note: Mr. Waddell’s office (FE) notified 9:05 a.m. 8/23/55 DES
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124. Telegram 586 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 23, 1955, 11 a.m.

586. From Johnson.

At 10th meeting this morning lasting 25 minutes I presented text
contained Deptel 599.

Presenting draft I noted that contained most language Wang’'s
August 18 draft, called attention to use of “Government of India,”
difference in wording between paragraphs one of two sections made
necessary by difference in situation and their failure meet our posi-
tion, and particularly pointed out that word “promptly” in first para-
graph Chinese declaration. Said must be firm definition this word,
need not be written into announcement but could be in form oral
understanding. Did not want to labor ground we had previously
covered but wanted to make it perfectly clear without any possibil-
ity misunderstanding US Government cannot (repeat cannot) accept
any arrangement under which it would be possible for release any
Americans be indefinitely delayed. Must know all will be able leave
within reasonable time. Requested he inform his government that US
considers this vital. This draft went as far as I thought we could go in
meeting his point of view.

Wang stated desired reserve comment my draft until next meet-
ing but offhand did not see reason for difference of wording of two
paragraphs one. Then repeated in summary form previous statements
that “could not possibly accept time limit as this would amount to sub-
mitting to coercion”. Also repeated number immediately to be released
“not small” and cases remaining could be considered “favorably,
quickly and easily because of factors of attitude prisoners, fact of our
agreement and improvement in relations”.

I made no detailed reply but expressed hope he would send draft
to his government for most careful study as was very important.

Wang suggested and I accepted next meeting Thursday, 10 AM.

Gowen

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-2355. Confidential; Niact.
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125. Telegram 589 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 23, 1955, 2 p.m.

589. From Johnson.
Additional minor sidelights on dinner with Wang last night:

Particularly inquired about Bedell Smith’s health and later made
point of saying “better relations began” when Smith spoke to Chou
in buffet at last year’s Geneva Conference expressing hope relations
might improve.

Gave usual line on civil war events but with noticeable restraint in
treatment Kuomintang and Chiang Kai-shek.

Were thankful and appreciative American aid to China during
World War II even though none received by Communists as it consti-
tuted contribution national strength in fight against Japan.

In reply my raising Communist bloc characteristics of super-secrecy
and hypersensitivity to criticism as major barriers to fruitful interchange
persons and ideas which he had been urging, he did not contest but
implied improvement this regard under way. He was very quick reject
any implication Chinese Communists identification with satellites when
I cited personal experience in Czechoslovakia.

Rejected my suggestion China lacked natural resources, only prob-
lem was extraction.

Noted full texts Secretary’s and President’s statements and
speeches on Far East published in Chinese Communist press.

Gowen

L Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-2355. Secret; Very Limited
Distribution.
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126. Telegram 594 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 23, 1955, 6 p.m.

594. From Johnson.
Comments on 10th meeting.
1. Text handed Wang differed only as follows from Deptel 599:

(A) Phrase “and the Government UK may also do so” restored in
order avoid wording Wang could object to as “unequal”.

(B) Word “residing” deleted accordance Deptel 602.
(C) Full names of Ambassadors given in paragraph two.

(D) Phrase “make investigation of” in paragraph two (A) both sec-
tions changed to “investigate”.

2. I assume requirement that “understanding” be public is appli-
cable only to type referred to paragraph 4 Deptel 602 and that “oral
understanding” along lines paragraph 3 same telegram would not nec-
essarily have to be made public unless breached. Acting on authority
Secretary’s 569 I had previously told Wang such understanding could
be private.

3. Wang showed no inclination retreat from position that he
could not state definite time limit within which all Americans could
be released, since this would amount to submitting to coercion. Made
only the slight concession of assuring me that number Americans to be
released immediately “not small” and that cases of remainder could
be considered favorably and quickly. However latter part of assurance
questionable value since settlement remaining American cases linked
to “improvement of relations between two countries”. This enables
Peiping halt release of Americans whenever they feel we not “coop-
erating” sufficiently to improve relations. I will continue press Wang
hard for firm commitment regarding time but foresee no early change
in his attitude.

4. See no reason change assessment in my 457 that only with great
difficulty and much time could we budge Wang from his position. Nev-
ertheless, I believe it still worthwhile hammering at him one or two
more meetings, even though each of us has already reached a position
from which it will become increasingly difficult to back down, should
that become necessary to avoid complete deadlock. My tactics will be
to hold a very firm line while watching carefully for any hint of com-
promise on his part. We should be fully aware, however, that these tac-
tics are risky, for they may result only in a corresponding stiffening of

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-2355. Confidential; Priority.
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Peiping’s position which will make it that much more difficult to find
compromise solution should we decide that is necessary.

5. If no progress is made in next meeting or two we will face very
serious decision. Wang’s most recent statements suggest strongly that
more than half of detained Americans might be released immediately
upon our reaching agreement. Fairly early action can probably be
expected on a number of others. How long are we justified in delay-
ing and possibly even jeopardizing release of these persons in effort to
obtain commitment for release of all within definite time?

6. However logical and justified, difference in language para one
two sections is going greatly increase difficulty obtaining substantive
agreement we desire. I feel it was worth putting forward as bargaining
tactic but would like have authority at time I would consider desirable
make language para one US section identical with language of para one
Chinese section, of text Deptel 599. In case of US “further appropriate
measures” would be understood to refer to acceptance of third-party
arrangement. In case of Chinese, would be understood to include also
review of “unfinished civil and criminal cases” involving Americans.
Thus, texts two sections would be identical and Chinese could not
object to “unequal treatment” to which they hyper-sensitive.

Gowen

127. Telegram 616 to Geneva'

Washington, August 23, 1955, 7:38 p.m.

616. For Johnson.

FYI. Secretary has sent following to U Nu in response to inquiry
from latter:

QUOTE (Code Room: Please recite here text of letter contained in
Department’s 150 to Rangoon) QUOTE

Dulles

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-2355. Secret. Drafted by
McConaughy.
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128. Telegram 599 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 24, 1955, 11 a.m.

599. From Johnson.

1. I offer following thought as possible way out of present impasse
in event it continues be impossible move CHICOM off present posi-
tion on giving time limit in which release remaining Americans will be
completed.

2. I would inform Wang that we willing enter into representation
arrangement on basis his assurances that remaining cases will expedi-
tiously be settled within framework those arrangements. If this does not
in fact result we desire make clear that we reserve full freedom to recon-
sider the continuation of the representation arrangement for Chinese in
US. Also desire make clear that we would consider “expeditiously” to be
period of two and in any event not more than three months.

3. I would also inform Wang that at time agreed declaration
issued here that my government would find it necessary issue uni-
lateral statement to effect that US had entered into arrangement and
agreed to “agreed announcement” on basis of assurances that all
remaining cases would be expeditiously settled and that Americans
concerned would thereupon promptly be able to return to US. US
had accepted these assurances and expected that CPR would expedi-
tiously take necessary further measures to this end so that all remain-
ing Americans desiring to return would in fact be able to do so within
reasonable period of time.

4. No specific mention would be made in any such formal unilat-
eral statement of possibility of cancelling representation arrangement
nor would “reasonable period time” be exactly defined but it would lay
public basis for cancelling the arrangement if remaining Americans are
not in fact released within two-three months period.

Gowen

LSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-2455. Secret.
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129. Telegram 607 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 24, 1955, 7 p.m.

607. From Johnson.

1. As the situation has developed do not believe that text of agreed
announcement to explain recess contained my 551 is any longer appli-
cable. Believe text somewhat along the following lines would be more
appropriate and factually accurate:

2. “For the past . . . . weeks Ambassadors of USA and PRC have
been seeking settlement of item one of their agenda, return of civilians
both sides to their respective countries.

3. Ambassador Johnson has informed Ambassador Wang that all
Chinese in US who desire to travel to PRC are now entitled do so and
that US has adopted measures so that they may in fact promptly return.

4. Ambassador Johnson has also informed Ambassador Wang
when the PRC has agreed that all Americans, including those involved
in unfinished civil and criminal cases, can return to the US within
specified period of time the US Government is willing authorize Gov-
ernment of India assist return to PRC of any Chinese in US who may
request such assistance.

5. Ambassador Wang has informed Ambassador Johnson that
PRC has completed review of some unfinished civil and criminal cases
involving Americans but that he is willing inform Ambassador Johnson
of results of such completed reviews and permit the return of Ameri-
cans involved only when US has agreed to implementation of arrange-
ment with respect to the GOI mentioned above.

6. Ambassador Wang has also stated it is not possible for PRC to
estimate length of time it will take complete review of remaining unfin-
ished civil and criminal cases and to permit Americans involved to
return to US.

7. Ambassador Wang has informed Ambassador Johnson that
PRC is willing authorize Government of UK to give same assistance to
Americans in PRC as GOI would give Chinese in US.”

8. In view of fact foregoing statement would be used only in event
Wang had proposed recess or recess had been proposed by me to avoid
break in talks difficult to complete latter portion of statement explaining
reason for recess which would depend upon Wang’s position at time. It
is now clear he is certainly never going to propose or accept recess for
purpose “completing reviews”. In absence my proposing recess prevent

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-2455. Confidential.
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break most likely possibility would be proposal recess by Wang in order
that we “could reconsider our position”. My tactic this event would be
agree recess if he wants it but reject any implication we would reconsider
our position. I would then propose agreed announcement along forego-
ing lines which I would hope would cause Wang to reconsider as it seems
to me puts us in very strong public opinion position. Should he refuse I
would tell him that we have no alternative but make unilateral statement
along similar lines.

Gowen

Note: Advance copy to Mr. McConaughy (CA) 5:50 p.m. 8-24-55
CWO/FED

130. Telegram 622 to Geneva'

Washington, August 24, 1955, 2:38 p.m.

622. For Johnson. Your 586 and 594.

1. Department unable authorize any private understanding with
Chinese Communists which would involve any US commitment
or concession to them. Hence any private statement implying US
acknowledgment of scope or validity their judicial processes would be
unacceptable. However, private oral commitment by Chinese Commu-
nists as to the maximum period meant by word “promptly” in Chinese
portion draft agreed announcement would be acceptable and need not
be made public unless breached.

2. We believe you should press Wang insistently for immediate
release Americans whose cases they admit have already been reviewed
favorably. We do not see that failure to date to reach agreement on pro-
posed announcement should impede release Americans whose cases
already favorably reviewed. You may give Wang emphatic reminder
that no repeat no Chinese being held this country pending issuance
agreed announcement. They are free to leave now. Reciprocity by Chi-
nese expected. You might point out that continued detention Americans
whose cases completed is directly contrary Chinese Communist conten-
tion that all cases disposed within framework their laws and juridical
procedures. Denial departure right to Americans whose cases completed

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-2355. Secret; Niact; Priority.
Drafted by McConaughy; cleared by Dulles and Phleger.
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constitutes admission they being held as hostages for political advan-
tage. This is irreconcilable with basic tenet which Wang has maintained.

3. You are given authority requested paragraph 6 your 594 to agree
in your discretion bring language paragraph 1 US portion into confor-
mity with language paragraph 1 Chinese portion. It would be under-
stood that “further appropriate measures” on US side would refer only
to acceptance limited third party representation arrangement.

4. The policy questions raised in paragraph 5 your 594 and in your
599 will be dealt with later message.

Dulles

131. Telegram 627 to Geneva'

Washington, August 24, 1955, 8:05 p.m.

627. For Johnson.
Following for your background information only.

We have apprised British in confidence of general nature respon-
sibilities British Charge Peiping would assume under draft agreed
announcement. O’'Neill has commented from Peiping that it cannot be
assumed with confidence that all detained Americans will express a
desire return to US. He fears that some imprisoned Americans may be
so thoroughly brainwashed that they would not take any initiative to
return. He indicates possibility that some Americans in prison might
not be able communicate with his office. He remarks that the interests
of imprisoned Americans would be better safeguarded if his office were
accorded right to interview them.

He thinks it would be useful if the agreement additionally men-
tioned “the Shanghai branch of the Office of the Charge d’Affaires of
the UK” so that his Consul General in Shanghai would have the clear
right to assist him as to the Americans detained there and in South
China.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-2455. Secret. Drafted by
McConaughy.
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O’Neill further comments that he would have no effective means
giving publicity to arrangement unless he were given right to place a
notice in the Chinese Communist press.

Dulles

132. Letter 5 from Johnson to McConaughy'

Letter No. 5 Geneva, August 24, 1955
Dear Walter:

I have received your letter of August 19th, and I am writing this to
go out by tomorrow’s pouch. I would hope that you would be able to
work out something so that we could have an exchange at least twice
a week.

As you can see from my messages, the deadlock is now certainly
very tight. I am sorry that I apparently misled you a little in my first
flash telegram on the August 18th meeting by not including enough.
However, I thought that my statements that I had made no progress,
result was complete deadlock, made it clear that I had not in fact got
any place.

I believe that I have included in my two telegrams on the subject
everything of significance that passed at the dinner I gave for Wang,
although it is hard to condense four and a half hours of conversation.
As I said in my telegram, he was making a tremendous effort to go as
far as he could within his obviously very limited instructions to assure
me that everything was going to be all right. I thought you might be
interested in exactly what he said, which I had termed as “an involved
and tortuous explanation” in paragraph two of my 585. Ekvall and I
reconstructed it immediately upon our return as follows: “There is no
comparison to be made of the advantages which those who are left will
have over those who have been released during the past one year. For
there are three favoring factors which will make it clear quickly and
easily for them to be released. The three factors are (a) favorable effect
release of the others will have on people still there; (b) circumstances
of the case itself; and (c) state of our relations.” I prodded and poked
at this from every conceivable angle and was just unable to obtain any

! Source: Department of State, Geneva Talks Files, Lot 72D415. Secret; Official-
Informal. Johnson signed the original “Alex.”
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further explanation. His conversation otherwise was very rational and
sensible and the only explanation I have for that he had been rigidly
instructed to say absolutely nothing more on this subject. The phrasing,
to my mind, very much carries the marks of Chou.

I asked him to dinner at the end of our meeting on Saturday, and
he replied that he would let me know at 8 o’clock Sunday morning.
This seemed a very short time to make an inquiry and get a reply from
Peiping, but I suppose that he was able to do so. In any event, his inter-
preter telephoned Ekvall promptly at 8 o’clock to accept. I had the din-
ner out at the little pension-type of place on the outskirts of Geneva
where Clough and Forman are living. In accordance with my sugges-
tion, he came in a car other than the one he usually uses and with-
out a flag. (Incidentally, he is normally driven around town in a big
Zim, while I am using a Chevrolet.) We had drinks down in the garden
before dinner. After dinner we retired to the sitting room the boys use.
I am satisfied that it was carried off without any leak to the press and
don’t believe that he will say anything. However, if it did come out, I
would simply take the line that I am leaving no stone unturned in mak-
ing every possible effort to reach agreement on getting our people out.
I'should think that this would probably be well accepted by everybody
except possibly Taipei.

I feel that the dinner was a good idea and that now was exactly the
right time to do it. They are, I am convinced, extremely sensitive on the
subject of social ostracism and were particularly sensitive at our rejec-
tion of their little overtures at last year’s conference here. I think that
Wang’s mention of Bedell Smith’s little gesture towards Chou towards
the end of the meetings last year particularly significant in indicating
their sensitivity to such little things. My having taken the initiative this
year represents a major departure, and I believe that it gives me a sub-
tle, though distinct, advantage.

Thanks very much for the information on what we have done with
the Indians, as well as today’s telegram giving me the text of the Secre-
tary’s letter to U Nu. I think it was excellent and presented the situation
exactly right. I will, of course, be extremely interested and hope I can
promptly receive anything from any source on what the Chinese may
tell the Indians or the Burmese in Peiping.

I greatly appreciate the Department’s affirmation in 603 of the
line that I had taken on “sovereignty and jurisdiction”. I had done this
entirely ad lib in give and take during a meeting and was a little con-
cerned that the Department may have felt I had gone too far.

We will keep plugging away but I fear that it is going to largely be
a matter of saying the same thing over again as I have pretty much run
out of ideas on new ways to say things.



166 Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, Volume III, Supplement

I am really going to need help and guidance if and when it comes
to a discussion of “no force”. In this regard, I note from recent Tai-
pei Weekas the Nationalists are still carrying out attacks on shipping
and various other minor actions, as well as over-flying the mainland.
Frankly I just don’t see what my reply is going to be when after I raise
the question of no force they raise the question of these Nationalist
actions carried out with equipment we have supplied them. Also when
I raise our treaty and supplementary understandings with the Nation-
alists on offensive action, I do not see what I say when they allege this
simply goes to prove that these Nationalist actions are being taken with
our approval. I hope you all will have some good ideas for me.

Sincerely,

U. Alexis Johnson
American Ambassador

133. Memorandum from Dulles to Phleger'

Washington, August 25, 1955

I have looked at Johnson’s 607 of August 24. I do not like the idea
of making our authorization of the Government of India dependent
upon an agreement of the PRC as to American civilians.

It seems to me that the right position for us to take and the most
effective position from the standpoint of world opinion is that having
learned that there exists question in some minds as to the practical abil-
ity of Chinese in this country to return to the China Mainland if they
so desire, the United States voluntarily asks the Government of India
to serve to assist them and to transmit funds to them to finance the
expenses of their return.

If this is the right thing to do, then I think we should do it. If it is
not the right thing to do, then I do not think we should do it merely
because the Chinese Communists want us to. I think we should keep
whatever we do on a purely unilateral basis of ourselves doing the
right thing even though we are willing to make a joint announcement.

Therefore, if we are to break or have a recess, I would like to see us
announce unconditionally that we intend to invite the Government of

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-2555. Confidential. A copy
was sent to Sebald. Dulles initialed “JFD” above his typed signature.
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India to serve, and that we should not make it contingent as suggested
in Johnson’s 607.

I realize that we may thus be giving up a certain bargaining posi-
tion, but I believe that disadvantage is more than offset by avoiding
the appearance of agreeing with the Chicoms to do something which
we would not otherwise do. Also, the impact on world opinion will be
very much stronger.

John Foster Dulles

134. Telegram 616 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 25, 1955, 2 p.m.

616. From Johnson.
Two hour five minute meeting this morning. No progress.

Wang presented re-draft of “agreed announcement” very close our
August 23 text except for substitution “and declares that it has adopted
and will further adopt measures so that they can in fact return as soon
as possible” for latter portion US section our August 23 draft and
substitution “and declares that it has adopted and will further adopt
appropriate measures so that they can exercise as soon as possible their
right to return” for latter portion PRC section our August 23 draft.

(Full text showing other apparently minor changes by separate tel.)

I said his amendment para one US section not necessary as we had
already taken all necessary measures but focused attention on substi-
tution “as soon as possible” for “promptly” in para one PRC section.

In fact virtually all of meeting centered around my continued
effort obtain definite statement on definite period of time during which
remaining Americans would be released and Wang repeating this

“could never be done”, “impossible” and repeating virtually verbatim
his previous line this regard.

During course much give and take I took line contained para two
Deptel 622 and after he had in reply clearly related release of flyers to
decision hold these meetings, release Americans whose cases review
completed to our agreement to “agreed announcement” and again
gave “state of relations” as one factor in timing release remainder,

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-2555. Confidential; Niact.
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I very bluntly stated I had not and would not trade the fate of Amer-
icans detained by them for political concessions or agreements they
desired obtain. Said it seemed clear to me what he was saying was
that release remaining Americans would be dependent upon whether
in future I willing to agree further agreements desired by them. This
I'would not rpt not do. I was prepared deal with each problem that we
discussed on its own merits, we had taken action respect Chinese US
without condition and without attempting extract political concessions
from them in return.

I had first hoped and expected they would promptly release all
Americans thus paralleling action taken by us with respect Chinese,
we could thereupon quickly agree on announcement of what each
country had done and announce agreement on representation. I had
then attempted obtain his agreement that release Americans would
be simultaneous with announcement and had now gone to position
that only some Americans would be released at time of announcement
(even though I had previously made clear was no justification with-
holding their release for this reason) and only asked that he give me
definite time limit in which remainder would be released. “I do not see
how it is possible for me to go any further.”

I also argued at some length that agreement on words in announce-
ment without clear and common understanding exact meaning would
not contribute to “improvement of relations” in future but could only
lead to misunderstanding. If “as soon as possible”, “promptly” or what-
ever word was agreed upon meant to them a period of for example a
year “that was one thing” but if it meant period of “two or in any event
not more than three months that was something else”. Said whatever
word or phrase this respect was used American people would expect
very prompt action on release remainder and if this did not eventu-
ate “state of relations” could not but deteriorate. From our discussion
thus far very clear PRC concept of “as soon as possible”, “quickly”,
“promptly” very different from ours. Could not reach any agreement
on words until we were clear what we were talking about.

Wang did not contest my statement release remainder would be con-
ditional on political factors. Now quite clear “political hostage” aspect
does not shock them. On contrary they are clearly proceeding on premise
that release of Americans is political act of grace and therefore directly
related to other political factors in relations between two countries. This
position more frankly and clearly stated today than ever before. It was
almost complete retreat from “legalities and juridical procedures”.

Next meeting Saturday, 10 am.

Gowen

Note: Mr. Waddell’s office (FE) notified 11:50 a.m. 8/25/55 DES
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135. Telegram 617 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 25, 1955, 2 p.m.

617. From Johnson.

1. Following is full text agreed announcement mentioned Mytel
616.

“Agreed announcement of the Ambassadors of the PRC and the
USA.

2. The Ambassadors of the PRC and the USA have agreed to announce
the measures which their respective governments have adopted with
respect to the return of nationals of each located in the country of the other.

3. With respect to Americans in the PRC Ambassador Wang Ping-
nan on behalf of the Government of the PRC has informed Ambassador
U. Alexis Johnson that:

(1) The PRC recognizes that Americans in the PRC who desire to
return to the USA are entitled to do so and declares that it has adopted
and will further adopt appropriate measures so that they can exercise
as soon as possible their right to return.

(2) The PRC agrees that the Government of the UK will be entrusted
to assist in the return to the USA of those Americans who desire to do
so as follows:

A. If any American believes that contrary to the declared policy of
the PRC he is encountering obstruction in departure he may so inform
the office of the Charge d’Affaires of the UK in the PRC and request it
to make representations on his behalf to the Government of the PRC.
If desired by the USA the Government of the UK may also investigate
the facts;

B. If any American in the PRC who desires to return to the USA
has difficulty in paying his return expenses, the Government of the UK
may, on behalf of the Government of the USA, render him financial
assistance needed to permit his return.

(3) The Government of the PRC will give wide publicity to the fore-
going arrangements and the office of the Charge d’Affaires of the UK in
the PRC may also do so.

4. With respect to Chinese in the US, Ambassador U. Alexis John-
son, on behalf of the Government of the USA has informed Ambassa-
dor Wang Ping-nan that:

(1) The USA recognizes that Chinese in the USA who desire to
return to the PRC are now entitled to do so and declares that it has

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-2555. Confidential; Niact.
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adopted and will further adopt measures so that they can in fact return
as soon as possible.

(2) The USA agrees that the Government of the Republic of India
will be entrusted to assist the return to the PRC of those Chinese who
desire to do so as follows:

A. If any Chinese believes that contrary to the declared policy of
the USA he is encountering obstruction in departure he may so inform
the Embassy of the Republic of India in the USA and request it to make
representations on his behalf to the Government of the USA. If desired
by the PRC the Government of the Republic of India may also investi-
gate the facts;

B. If any Chinese in the USA who desires to return to the PRC has
difficulty in paying his return expenses, the Government of the Republic
of India may, on behalf of the Government of the PRC, render him finan-
cial assistance needed to permit his return.

(3) The Government of the USA will give wide publicity to the
foregoing arrangements and the Embassy of the Republic of India in
the USA may also do so.”

Gowen

Note: Mr. Waddell’s office (FE) notified 11:35 a.m. 8/25/55 DES

136. Telegram 623 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 25, 1955, 6 p.m.

623. From Johnson.

My summary tel 616 on today’s meeting may not have made it as
clear as I might have that Wang and I both came much closer than any time
previously to taking “final positions” from which we could not retreat and
logical results of which could only be willingness lead up to point of break.
I repeatedly used terms “vital”, “essential”, “far as we can go”, et cetera
but avoided going to next and logical point of saying unless he met my
position on this nothing further talk about. He spoke with some emotion
and probably even greater finality than I, but also avoided going next step.

At today’s meeting thinking underlying CHICOM position clearly
emerged as follows: US proposed these talks thereby “improving

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-2555. Secret; Priority.
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relations” and enabling CHICOMS release flyers. This was expected fur-
ther “improve relations” leading to response by US of agreeing third party
arrangement which in turn would enable CHICOMS release further Amer-
icans. If talks continued go well and “relations continued improve” all
remaining Americans could be released. They reconcile this with Chou’s
statement on grounds expectation “progress” would be made these talks.
They do not attach much real importance what we have done re Chinese
in US, nor have they ever attempted directly link future rate departure
Chinese in US with departure Americans. Their raising issue Chinese in
US is largely to construct “straw man” and give basis for exploiting open-
ing wedge Indian representation might constitute for them.

While not prominent in today’s meeting their sensitivity to anything
they interpret as “responding to pressure” and their desire maintain
appearance of “legality” are also still factors. However question “under-
standing” on jurisdiction and scope representation arrangement was
not raised today by Wang and, of course, I did not mention subject. He
may still do so but believe he may now have dropped this although his
rewording of paras 2 (A) both sections may be intended broaden arrange-
ment so that CHICOMS could request India “investigate facts” any case.

See little I can do next meeting except reiterate our position and
discuss remaining points disagreement in “draft agreed announce-
ment”. However I have little hope of making any progress on major
substantive issue.

Gowen

Note: Advance copy to Mr. McConaughy (CA) 8/25/6:30 p.m. CWO/FED

137. Telegram 624 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 25, 1955, 6 p.m.

624. From Johnson.

As sidelight on today’s meeting there was much inconclusive
discussion translation from one language to other terms “promptly”,
“quickly” and “as soon as possible”.

Chinese expression which they insisted be translated “as soon as pos-
sible” actually means “most speedily”. Wang confirmed this by using as

LSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-2555. Confidential.
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synonym colloquial term meaning “very quickly”. Could not clarify why
Wang insisted upon inexact translation into “as soon as possible” and
unwilling accept my suggestion of “quickly”. He objected to “promptly”
on grounds had connotation of command. Although somewhat farfetched
believe they may be confusing with use of “to prompt” as verb.

Foregoing is without any real significance to substantive issue but
believe Department should be aware of type of problem we face on
language.

Gowen

138. Telegram 625 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 25, 1955, 7 p.m.

625. From Johnson.

1. Eleventh meeting, August 25th, was opened by Wang who com-
mented upon our August 23 text proposed announcement (Deptel 599).
He said they discovered many changes from Chinese text of August 18
and wished make a few revisions. He had three principal points to make:

2. (A) Replace word “promptly” by “as soon as possible”. Com-
mented in their original text did not have these words but willing insert
them to meet our request.

3. (B) Add to paragraph one American section “and will further
adopt” measures enable nationals return who wish to do so.

4. (C) Add wording indicating third powers invited by respective
sides and agreed to by other power. He commented this in line with
international practice and as far as they were concerned conformed to
actual situation.

5. Wang concluded by handing me his proposed text and remark-
ing he prepared agree to remainder language we proposed. (Text by
Mytel 617).

6. I said word “promptly” was very important, and in fact vital
we have clear understanding between us what we meant by this word.
However, if we use “as soon as possible” this would change sense of
sentence very considerably. Whatever term we used, we must have clear
understanding what it means even though it may not be included in the

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93 /8-2555. Confidential; Priority.
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proposed announcement or be made public. By this I meant it must
be precisely defined in terms of reasonable period of time in which all
remaining Americans whose departure being prevented would be able
return. If that could be done I thought we could quickly reach agree-
ment on text. I asked if Wang could define “as soon as possible” in
precise terms of time more clearly than he had done so previously and
state just what this meant as far as return of Americans was concerned.

7. I commented further that statement US “will further adopt
measures” seemed unnecessary. US already had adopted measures
permit prompt return Chinese and we knew of no further measures
we could adopt.

8. Wang replied phrase “as soon as possible” meant cases would be
handled “very quickly not slowly”. He had clearly stated PRC recog-
nized right Americans return US. Chinese would review cases so that
they could return as soon as possible.

9. Regarding phrase “will further adopt measures” Wang said
appropriate include this in statement regarding American actions
because although preventive orders removed by American Govern-
ment there were still difficulties because measures taken not sufficient
or authorities low level failed carry them out. Therefore US Govern-
ment should take further measures enable Chinese nationals in fact
return as soon as possible.

10. I remarked if “as soon as possible” meant cases would be quickly
reviewed why not use either “quickly” or “promptly”. Wang replied
“promptly” implied certain amount obligation in response to order.

11. I replied this not at all meaning in our minds.

12. Wang said “as soon as possible” more appropriate and meets
actual situation so far they were concerned.

13.1then said whatever term used, vital we have clear understand-
ing what word means with respect to time. This kind of terms used in
agreements between governments are apt to cause misunderstanding
unless clearly understood. It may have entirely different connotation
in his mind from mine. If in his mind it connoted one year or some-
thing in that order, that was one thing. If it connoted two or at most
three months, that was something else. Vital we have clear under-
standing what this means. If not, fear agreement this nature may give
rise increased misunderstanding rather than improve state relations
between our two countries.

14. Wang said his phrase meant they would deal with cases quickly
and there would be no delay in their review. He said solution of cases
involved a number of factors, including conduct of people concerned,
whether or not agreement reached as result these discussions and
whether relations between two countries developed favorably. He con-
cluded impossible for him give definite period of time in view these
various factors.
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15. To illustrate point, Wang said release airmen excellent exam-
ple. Last year someone proposed that Chinese specify definite time
when airmen might be released. Longest sentence was Col. Arnold’s
of ten years. Impossible for Chinese last year to specify time required
airmen’s release. Only after airmen had proven good conduct and
talks at Ambassadorial level agreed upon, then Chinese advanced
time airmen’s release in accordance their own juridical procedures.
He said they had indicated Chinese would review remaining cases
Americans and permit their return as soon as possible. Impossible
for him to give in any more beyond this limit. He would not say any-
thing which his government could not do. If he promised anything,
his government would live up to it without question.

16. In reply I asked Wang if he would disagree my statement very
important we each understand what we were agreeing to and that we
not agree to words which have different meaning to our two govern-
ments. I was very disappointed no change in position of Wang evident
to enable us arrive at clear understanding what we meant by words we
were using.

17. Wang agreed clear understanding essential or agreement would
be empty. He said arrangement designed to resolve problem return our
respective nationals and it had been made clear his side would promptly
inform us on results review as soon as agreement reached and his gov-
ernment would adopt measures review other cases as soon as possible.
He was sure if this arrangement were made known to American public
it would be clear that question was settled.

18. I replied if this arrangement were made public American
people would expect Americans return from China mainland “very
quickly” as he had phrased it, but Chinese idea and my government’s
idea concerning “very quickly” were quite different. Result this mis-
understanding would be expectations of American Government and
people would not be realized and this would lead to increasing mis-
understanding and deterioration of relations rather than improve-
ment that we both hoped for.

19. Wang said improvement or deterioration depended on action
by both sides not one and if I insisted on definite period of time he was
afraid we could not reach agreement.

20. I then made statement in which I said I understood from him
that as reviews cases Americans completed and cases settled the Ameri-
cans would be able promptly to return. In August 11 meeting he had told
me reviews completed on some cases involving Americans and it was
my understanding their cases had been settled. That was two weeks ago
and none of these Americans had been able to depart. If l understood his
position it was that these Americans would not be able to depart until
we had reached agreement here. I found this fact very hard to reconcile
with my understanding Americans were able to depart upon settlement
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cases in which they may be involved. Also hard to reconcile with fact
that my government had without condition taken all action necessary in
response his request to permit prompt departure from US any Chinese
who desires return to his country. I wanted make very clear no Chi-
nese being held my country pending our agreement here. It was entirely
impossible for me or my government to see why our failure thus far
to reach agreement on public announcement has prevented departure
any Americans whose cases favorably reviewed. If we were to deal here
on basis equality and reciprocity at least these Americans should be
able to return immediately. I could not help avoid conclusion that fact
these Americans not able return appeared due other than purely legal
or juridical reasons. Also hard avoid conclusion that as far as return of
remaining Americans concerned that also would be based on other than
purely legal or juridical reasons. This attitude on part Chinese made it
all more essential that a clear understanding be reached on period of
time during which it would be possible complete release and return to
US of all Americans now being prevented from leaving.

21. I continued saying I expected and hoped when I came that it
would be possible for us reach agreement on basis each our govern-
ments adopting measures permitting all those desiring return in fact
do so. My government took necessary steps so we could make such
announcement this regard. I next thought it would be possible agree
they could be released simultaneously with our announcement. Now,
however, I had gone another step and accepted his position that some
Americans will be released later, although I do not see any reason for
delay. All I asked him now was that he give me definite statement
regarding reasonable time in which steps will be taken by his govern-
ment in order remainder cases may be completed. This seems very rea-
sonable position and I did not see how it was possible go any further.
We came to discuss return our nationals and settle that question. I did
not see how simply vague statement that some will be able to return in
unknown time in the future and only under certain conditions, one of
which has no relation to juridical and legal processes involved, settles
matter of return of citizens.

22. Wang replied he could not agree to discuss things which gov-
ernments both sides unable to accomplish. He said Chinese in US had
not committed crimes and so it was not reasonable for US Government
to impose restrictions. Furthermore if we had reached agreement two
weeks ago Americans whose cases had been reviewed would already
have returned to US. Responsibility for their failure to return was not
Chinese.

23. He continued that legal and juridical aspects of the cases
of Americans were closely linked with agreement on proposed
announcement. If agreement reached, that would mean not only
that PRC willing improve relations and settle questions but also that
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American Government had this desire. Agreement on announcement
would show both sides sincerely working for this goal. To talk much
about sincerity in reaching settlement but refuse to come to agree-
ment does not give appearance real sincerity. He said only because
of real sincerity, PRC has reviewed cases of airmen who according
Chinese legal procedure could not have left for very long time. Chi-
nese in making review took into account improvement of relations
and act was one of leniency and not part their juridical procedures.
Airmen released out of consideration for success of talks. Therefore
improvement relations between two countries will make it easier for
remaining cases to be settled. This is a lenient policy their part and
they link this action with agreement in order to show their sincerity.
If no such sincerity present he saw no reason for his side to continue
taking unilateral lenient steps.

24. 1 said he had spoken frankly and I would do the same. He
had indicated there was relationship between release of Col. Arnold’s
group and holding of these talks. He had also clearly indicated relation
between return of those Americans whose cases had been reviewed
and our reaching an agreement here. I did not now know what relation-
ship there might be between release remaining Americans and what-
ever future agreements his side might wish to have made. I wanted
to say bluntly I did not come with intent to and would not trade fate
of Americans in his country prevented from returning for political
agreements or concessions he might desire. I was willing discuss each
problem on its own merits. I did not ask for nor expect concessions of
that nature from his side in return for actions we took regarding Chi-
nese in US. I had also indicated willingness enter into arrangement on
assistance to Chinese in US who wish to return. I was not and could
not enter arrangement unless we had clear understanding between us
as to what action would be taken concerning Americans. I could not
consider statements he made regarding action proposed by his side as
being satisfactory. I had come long way meet his position and hoped
and expected he would be able come a little way to meet mine.

25. Wang returned argument Chinese in US had not committed
crimes and although announcement made restrictions lifted they still
encountered difficulties in fact whereas no restrictions on Americans in
China. He concluded that if I asked whether measures had been taken
to speed review of cases Americans to permit their return, answer was
“yes”. If I asked for understanding on time it would require, answer
was “no”.

26. He indicated willingness close meeting at this point and I
agreed. Usual end of meeting fencing omitted.

Gowen

Note: Advance copy to Mr. McConaughy (CA) 5:45 p.m. 8-25-55
CWO/FED
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139. Telegram 92 to USUN'

Washington, August 25, 1955, 5:14 p.m.

92. For Ambassador Lodge.

Please make the following two telegrams from Ambassador John-
son in Geneva available to Secretary this evening.

616 [Code Room: Please repeat 616 from Geneva, control 13384]
617 [Code Room: Please repeat 617 from Geneva, control 13389]

Dulles

1 Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-2555. Confidential; Niact.
Drafted by Barnes. Brackets are in the original.

140. Telegram 633 to Geneva'

Washington, August 25, 1955, 6:46 p.m.

633. For Johnson.

Comparison Wang redraft (your 617) with text our 599 indicates
following substantial changes: 1) In first paragraph “repatriation of
civilians” changed to “return of nationals.” 2) Unilateral announce-
ments are couched in terms of an agreement. 3) India is “entrusted”
to assist return, and in paying expenses Indian Government is to act
“on behalf of the Government of the PRC,” thus connoting idea of a
protecting power instead of a third party designated by US primarily
to confirm that its statement regarding freedom to return is in fact true.
4) Indian Government is authorized to “make investigation of the
facts,” the words “in any such case” being dropped. Effect of this would
be permit Indian Government investigate entire matter, presumably all
Chinese in US, and not merely those requesting assistance.

These changes appear to indicate 1) intent to convert announce-
ments into an agreement, 2) to have it apply to all Chinese in US and to
describe them as nationals of PRC, 3) to give India right to investigate

LSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-2555. Secret; Priority. Drafted
by Phleger and Sebald; cleared by McConaughy.
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generally and not simply those Chinese who appeal to it, and 4) to
establish India as a protecting power. Above objections are in addition
to unresolved question of time limit for release of Americans.

Amendments proposed by Wang make his draft entirely unaccept-
able for reasons indicated above. We believe it preferable that Satur-
day meeting be postponed until some time next week so as to give us
further opportunity study our tactics. You should inform Wang such
postponement requested, assigning no repeat no reasons.

Dulles

141. Telegram 628 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 26, 1955, 11 a.m.

628. From Johnson. Deptel 633.
I have requested next meeting Wednesday, August 31, 10 a.m.

Gowen

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-2655. Confidential; Priority.

142. Telegram 630 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 26, 1955, 1 p.m.

630. From Johnson.

Re Mytel 617 and Deptel 633 following our comments on Wang’s
redraft:

1. Doubt that Wang is attaching as much significance as we to term
“nationals” but my negotiating position in now obtaining its complete
elimination is not good. Also seems to me undesirable attract too much
attention to it. Term appears only once in both Wang’s August 11 draft

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-2655. Secret; Priority.
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(Mytel 402) and August 25 draft. It was much more extensively used in
draft given Wang August 15 (Mytel 463) which was based upon draft
contained Deptel 466. Also first sentence Wang’s August 25 draft where
this term appears is identical with first sentence our August 16 draft.
With respect “return” vs “repatriation” it seems to me former term
preferable even though latter was used in July 25 statement by two
governments. “Repatriation” could carry connotation of force unless
modified by “voluntary” and status of belligerency between parties
whereas “return” is broader term and avoids undesirable connotation
of “repatriation”.

2. (A) While Wang obviously attempting give “agreed announce-
ment” greatest possible character of agreement between two govern-
ments believe he has valid point that our phrase “will authorize” does
not accurately represent fact that request to GOl made by PRC and US
is accepting that designation. Same situation mutatis mutandis with
respect UK.

(B) On other hand “agrees” as used in Wang’s text would also
inhibit our ability unilaterally to cancel arrangement unless “agreed
announcement” accompanied by understanding or unilateral US state-
ment on time limit for release Americans which if broken by CHICOMS
would give basis for cancellation.

(C) To meet these points suggest consideration following language
“US accepts designation by PRC of GOI to assist return to PRC of those
Chinese who desire do so as follows”.

(D) Foregoing language also eliminates “entrusted”.

3. Believe important delete “on behalf of the PRC” because protect-
ing power connotation. I would propose argue not applicable case US
as payments if any would in most cases probably be on behalf family or
firms. PRC can make whatever arrangements it wishes reimburse GOI,
need not be mentioned “agreed announcement”.

4. Concur deletion words “in any such case” would appear give
basis GOl investigate any case at PRC request. Believe we should insist
on restoration this phrase.

5. Cannot reach decision on most appropriate wording for
“promptly” until tactics for next meeting determined. Several different
words could be used, important thing is that whatever word used there
be common understanding of what it means.

Gowen

Note: Mr. Waddell (FE) notified 8/26 5:20 pm - E.H.
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143. Telegram 631 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 26, 1955, 3 p.m.

631. From Johnson.

I have accepted Wang’s invitation to private dinner Sunday eve-
ning. Would appreciate any indications Department could give me
by that time our thinking on future tactics. In absence anything from
Department will of course adhere same line and do maximum obtain
any indication shift in Wang’s position.

Gowen

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-2655. Secret; Limit Distribution.

144. Memorandum of Conversation, Koo and Sebald!

Washington, August 26, 1955

SUBJECT

Geneva Ambassadorial Talks with Chinese Communists

PARTICI PANTS

Dr. V. K. Wellington Koo, Chinese Ambassador
Mr. William J. Sebald, Acting Assistant Secretary, FE
Mr. Walter P. McConaughy, Director for Chinese Affairs

The Chinese Ambassador called at Mr. Sebald’s request. Mr. Sebald
said that he had asked the Ambassador to come in so that he could be
informed of the status of the talks with the Chinese Communists at
Geneva. There was no progress to report, but even this fact might be of
interest to the Chinese Government. Negative information sometimes
was important and in any event we wished the Chinese Government to
have the knowledge that it was currently informed on the status of our
efforts at Geneva.

The Ambassador expressed his appreciation and confirmed that
his Government was very much interested in receiving frequent status

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-2655. Confidential. Drafted
by McConaughy on August 29.
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reports for its background information, even though there was nothing
positive to report. He inquired as to the apparent reasons for the lack of
progress in getting our detained nationals released.

Mr. Sebald said that it was difficult to say exactly what the stum-
bling blocks were. There were differences over words in the proposed
announcement, and differences over the interpretation to be attached
to the words. The general concept of the Chinese Communists as to
the right of the individuals to return seemed to be different from ours.
Wang Ping-nan was not specific on action the Chinese Communists
were prepared to take. Wang was, of course, pressing for an enlarge-
ment of the very limited role envisaged by us for the Indian Embassy.
He wanted it to appear that the Chinese Communists had a right to
assert an interest in Chinese nationals generally in this country. We,
of course, were not prepared to accord the Chinese Communists any
access through the Indian Embassy to Chinese nationals in this country
other than the small number who might express a wish to return to the
China mainland. There appeared to be no flexibility in Wang’s position.
Of course, Ambassador Johnson was standing firm on the basic princi-
ples inherent in our position. Mr. Sebald summarized the situation as
amounting practically to a stalemate, but with no actual break-off of the
talks appearing to be in immediate prospect.

Ambassador Koo then referred to what he termed the great anxiety
of Chinese communities in all the large cities of the U.S. over the pos-
sible outcome of the Geneva talks. His Foreign Office and the Depart-
ment of Overseas Chinese Affairs at Taipei were greatly concerned over
this matter and had instructed him to take it up with the Department
of State. He said that there was a general apprehension among Chinese
residents of this country that they might be subjected to interrogation by
representatives of the Chinese Communists. There seemed to be a fear
that they would be exposed to Chinese Communist pressures, either
through the Indian Embassy or through their families on the mainland.
The Ambassador said he hoped that the American Government could
do something to relieve this feeling of uneasiness. He thought it could
best be done through an official statement by some high official of the
U.S. Government which would assure Chinese everywhere that the
U.S. Government would not agree to anything at Geneva which would
expose Chinese residents of the U.S. or their families to intimidation
at the hands of the Chinese Communists. He mentioned that a large
number of letters from Chinese had been received indicating that they
were greatly disturbed. He said there was a general feeling among the
Chinese that Wang Ping-nan was pressing for information regarding all
Chinese in the U.S., and not merely the students. Even the Chinese who
had American citizenship and considered themselves “dual nationals”
were disturbed and suffered from a feeling of insecurity. The same was
true of long-time Chinese residents of this country who did not have
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American citizenship but who were legal permanent residents. He said
that reports from the Chinese Associations in all the American cities
where there was a large Chinese population confirmed the existence of
these apprehensions. He felt that only official U.S. action could coun-
teract the mental anxiety.

Mr. Sebald said that the U.S. position was made clear at the time the
Geneva talks were announced that nothing would happen at Geneva to
betray the interests of free Chinese. The Ambassador surely must be
well aware that the U.S. would not do anything which would “sell Chi-
nese residents down the river”. As for an official U.S. statement, he did
not see any peg to hang such a statement on at the present moment. If a
statement were issued with no apparent reason, and without reference
to any current development, it would seem strange and might raise
questions as to why it was issued. It might tend to cause confusion and
might heighten rather than alleviate the unfounded fears of which the
Ambassador had spoken. Mr. Sebald thought that it might be preferable
for the Chinese Embassy to take action to reassure the Chinese commu-
nities in the U.S., based on the full knowledge possessed by the Chinese
Embassy of the U.S. position and the course of the Geneva talks.

Ambassador Koo said that the Chinese Embassy would be glad
to do what it could. However, he felt that some form of reassurance
from the U.S. Government was also needed. He inquired if the Secre-
tary could not take advantage of one of his press conferences to say
something to restore the confidence of the Chinese. If a question along
this line were asked of the Secretary, he would be afforded a logical and
natural opportunity to say something which would dispel the doubts.
In addition, Ambassador Koo requested that the Department reply
to the numerous petitions and letters on this subject which he under-
stood the White House and the Department had received from Chinese
groups and individuals. He said he understood that ordinarily such
petitions were not answered, but he hoped in this case answers could
be provided.

Mr. Sebald and Mr. McConaughy stated that they did not recall
any petitions or letters from Chinese on this subject. Correspondence
along this line ordinarily went to the Bureau of Public Affairs and was
handled there. Such correspondence did not ordinarily come to the
attention of the geographic bureaus.

Mr. Sebald, in response to a direct question from the Ambassador,
said that while Item I of the agenda did not specify that only Chinese
students were referred to on the Chinese side, the whole context of the
arrangements for the talks showed that the question of the return of
Chinese revolved primarily around Chinese students. The actual cases
which have become issues were all cases of students, and it was our
understanding that it was principally students in whom the Chinese
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Communists were interested. The Chinese Communists have not
spelled this out specifically, and naturally they would like to enlarge
the representation formula if they could. But we would stand firm on
the principle that no Chinese in this country could be approached on
behalf of the Chinese Communists unless he first expressed a desire to
return to the mainland. Those who might express a wish to return pre-
sumably would be in the student category.

Note: Separate Memoranda of Conversation have been prepared on
the following subjects which were discussed at the same conversation:
Revision of the U.N. Charter and Detention of the Soviet Tanker “Tuapse”.

145. Letter 9 from McConaughy to Johnson'

Letter No. 9 Washington, August 26, 1955
Dear Alex:

The communications people have very helpfully arranged a sec-
ond pouch each week, closing here on Friday morning and reaching
Geneva via Frankfort Sunday evening. The spacing (Mondays and Fri-
days) is not the best, but it is much better than once-a-week service.

Herman Phleger returned to duty on Monday the 22nd, and from
that date has played a large role in the direction of the Washington end
of this project. You must have recognized his talented and distinctive
imprint immediately. The Secretary asked him on Monday to coordi-
nate and take the immediate responsibility for all instructions to you.
So Bill Sebald and I are working directly with him on all your messages.
The Secretary has been away in New York since Wednesday.

I believe it is important for you to know the Secretary’s general
thinking at present on the matter of Indian representation. Last Sunday
afternoon he remarked that he thought it was important for it to be
clear that the granting of a limited role to the Indian Embassy would
be a matter of our own volition. He felt it should be made manifest to
all that this was something which we decided to do of our own free
will and accord, and not something that we were driven into by the
Chinese Communists against our own inclination, as a quid pro quo in
a deal for getting citizens out. It was even debated briefly whether we

! Source: Department of State, Geneva Talks Files, Lot 72D415. Secret; Official-
Informal. Printed from an unsigned copy.
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should not go ahead immediately and announce independently that
we were prepared to give the Indian Embassy this role, without refer-
ence to any “agreed announcement” at Geneva. It was remarked that
our moral and psychological position before the world would certainly
be very strong if some such offer were freely made, with no strings
attached. We would then wait to see what the Chinese Communists
were prepared to offer on their own initiative. It was felt that the intan-
gible pressures on the Chinese to make a corresponding gesture might
be considerable. While it was decided not to do this, at least for the
present, the basic concept is still influencing the thinking here, as you
will have perceived from various of our telegrams during the week. We
think it important for it to be apparent to all that whatever we are doing
in regard to Chinese in this country who wish to return to the mainland
is our own free act, taken because it is right and just, and not because
the Chinese Communists have intervened as the pretended champions
of the rights of Chinese individuals.

This makes it important for you to avoid implying in the talks that
any Indian Embassy role permitted by us would have to be part of an
understanding with the Chinese Communists (paragraph 24 of your
624 [625]). Of course, you will not suggest the opposite either. It is sim-
ply an aspect to steer clear of at this juncture.

This thinking on the prospective Indian role has also influenced
the attitude toward the essential character of the Indian Government
responsibility. Herman Phleger feels that we must be very careful to
refrain from according even by implication the status of “protecting
power” to India, even in a narrowly defined field. We do not recognize
that Communist China has any Governmental interests in this country
which are entitled to protection by a third power. The Indian Embassy
would be acting essentially in behalf of the interests of the individual
travelers who want to return to the mainland rather that in the interest
of the Chinese Communists as a Government. And it would be serving
to verify the truth of our statement on Chinese aliens in this country.
This means that the Indian Government would be selected primarily
by us, rather than by the Chinese Communists, for its special function.
It would be filling a humanitarian role in reference to certain individ-
uals, just as say the Red Cross might have been asked to do. It would
not have in any sense the traditional role of a “protecting power” for
an established Government when diplomatic relations are severed. So
its role would be in no sense comparable to that of the Swiss when they
acted on behalf of our nationals in Japanese-occupied territories during
World War II. It is believed important to maintain this principle, and
it will affect the tenor of our reply to the Indian Government note on
representation of August 18.
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L also thinks it important to maintain the character of any “agreed
announcement” as two unilateral and independent (although intercon-
nected) declarations or announcements, and not an “Agreement”. You
cannot properly have anything in the nature of a normal Governmental
agreement with a regime which you do not recognize. While this may be
a fairly fine point, it has validity, and I believe you would be well advised
to avoid in the informal oral give and take of the sessions, any references
to “agreements between governments” (paragraph 12 your 625).

Any implication that Chinese in this country, even the few who
want to return to the mainland, are “nationals” of the PRC, has danger-
ous connotations in L’s view, and is to be carefully eschewed.

Phleger believes that the changes which Wang introduced or reverted
to at the August 25 meeting (your 617) are all significant, although the
significance may be cleverly disguised. Our 633 may seem to represent
something of a hardening of the line, and this indeed may be the case.

The callousness and cynicism with which Wang has dropped the
pretence of full adherence to judicial procedures and admitted the
political basis of the Chinese Communist handling of the prisoner
question has caused a feeling of revulsion here as well as deep dis-
appointment. He has in effect demanded that we ransom our impris-
oned citizens with political concessions. Presumably he has done it in
the knowledge that we cannot submit to that sort of extortion. Wang's
refusal to make any commitment on when the “remaining” Americans
would be released, his linkage of the prisoner question with the status
of relations between the U.S. and Communist China, and his attempt
to blame us for the non-release of Americans whose cases have already
been “cleared”, create painful dilemmas for us, but they also place the
PRC in a most vulnerable position morally and forensically if unhap-
pily this issue should be forced into the propaganda field.

The Secretary returns tomorrow afternoon. I anticipate there will
be some weekend soul searching on this whole question.

The request for the postponement of the Saturday, August 27 meet-
ing to next week was prompted by the belief that we have nothing to
gain by such an early meeting when we are so close to a deadlock and
with nothing new likely to come forth on either side so soon. The meet-
ing after a mere 2-day interval with nothing but repetition in prospect
would be likely to tighten, maybe cement, the deadlock. This we want
to avoid. We also of course still attach the very highest importance to
avoiding a breakdown. We do not even want to take the initiative in
proposing a recess on Item 1. Our only hesitation in asking for a post-
ponement of the next meeting was our desire to avoid any appearance
of lack of zealousness in pressing for the earliest possible action on
our detained citizens. We do not believe, however, that any reasonable
person would construe the postponement under the circumstances as
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attributable to laxity on this score. The arguments for not hastening
either side into a tightly frozen position, and for avoiding aggravations
which might lead to the rupture which we must constantly strive to
avoid, are extremely cogent. The feeling now is that perhaps at this
stage we should not have three meetings a week. The tempo of devel-
opments is not sufficiently rapid to justify such frequent meetings. It
may be that meetings should be held no more frequently than twice a
week. It would be useful to have your reaction to this. We recognize it
is a delicate business. We must avoid giving the impression that we are
stalling, as well as the impression that we are not pressing to the maxi-
mum on Americans. At the same time we must balance this against the
danger of too frequent sessions leading up to a situation which might
become somewhat comparable to that which Dean ran into at Panmun-
jom in November and early December, 1953.

You will have noted O’Neill’s misgivings from Peiping. It is signif-
icant that the British are almost more skeptical of Chinese Communist
“performance” than we are. O’Neill thinks there would be a strong pos-
sibility of bad faith on the part of the Chinese Communists when only a
few Chinese express a desire to return to the mainland.

The loopholes which we have necessarily left in the announcement
in order to protect Chinese in this country would make it easy for the
Chinese Communists to prevent some Americans from informing the
British Embassy of a desire to return to this country. Undoubtedly he
wishes his Embassy could be given authority to get in touch with the
Americans on its own initiative. We wish it could be done too. But how,
without departing from our basic principle on Chinese in this country?

Your reporting is giving us the best possible visualization of
what you are up against. We feel that your reports and analyses have
imparted to us a good understanding of the Chinese Communist strat-
egy as well as tactics. There is nothing but praise for your handling of
the appalling difficulties, along with a keen desire to uphold your hand
in every way we can.

Your letter of August 19 came through promptly and was most
helpful. The appropriate portions got the needed circulation to the
interested parties.

Walter Robertson will be out all of next week too. He is still in Rich-
mond, bothered with bronchitis. Bill Sebald is nobly carrying a heavy
load on Geneva, the Shigemitsu visit, and a myriad of other things. He
sends his best to you.

Regards and all the best,

Sincerely,
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146. Telegram 642 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 29, 1955, 1 p.m.

642. From Johnson.

Although not received until this morning I in fact very closely fol-
lowed line in first para Deptel 648 at dinner with Wang last night.

I indicated had nothing further to add to what I had said previ-
ously, no enthusiasm for again covering same ground, and hope he
had something new. However, Wang insisted on again going over their
position in considerable detail and much earnestness thinking of which
followed general line given first portion second para Mytel 623.

Chinese in US brought up in context number much greater than
number Americans in China and therefore as set forth by Chou prob-
lem latter much more easily resolved. Implication may be that prob-
lem former resolved only by workings representation arrangement and
that proportion Chinese students in US who go CHICOM territory is
one test “improvement relations” and “facility” with which “problem
remaining Americans” resolved. Again repetition theme unilateral
release flyers had resolved what we had made major issue and there-
fore now “our turn” make gesture. Also brought up release flyers as
example how impossible forecast when remainder could be released
but at same time how quickly this could happen following favorable
developments (sic). Their “many concessions”, no list Chinese US, rep-
resentation arrangement not satisfactory but willing agree, our form
“agreed announcement” accepted etc.

I worked briefly but hard at theme we had agreed discuss return
civilians, way to resolve issue was permit them return, dragging out
releases not conducive “improvement relations”, but produces opposite
effect, “let’s get it finished”, again brought up possibility travel by cor-
respondents if all released (said was speaking personally could make
no promises) our very adverse reactions to linking releases Americans
to “improvement relations” etc. He rose to correspondent bait and was
obviously interested. His replies reinforced my feeling that they unable
see anything reprehensible in linking releases to “improvement rela-
tions”. They start from premise that imprisoned persons have “com-
mitted crimes” and that commutation sentences for other than “good
behavior” is political act for political purposes.

However unable detect any signs whatever any shift their position
and do not believe I gave him any grounds for believing we were going

L Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-2955. Secret; Priority; Limit
Distribution.
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shift. When he made mention at beginning conversation, gap until next
meeting I said he should realize their position was facing us with “very
serious situation”.

During preceding dinner table conversation again much talk by
Wang on economic backwardness China (steel production now three
million tons only three and one-half million by 1957 etc.) economy
would long be primarily agricultural and therefore complementary to
advanced industrial economy US thus providing good basis economic
relations, US industry very advanced—by implication better than
USSR (Soviet autos not good, low powered and old fashioned wanted
US cars etc.), wanted send students to US, China and US long been
good friends should be friends again etc.

Gowen

Note: Advance copy to Mr. Waddell (FE) 10:30 am 8/29/55 (FMH)

147. Telegram 654 to Geneva'

Washington, August 29, 1955, 8:20 p.m.

654. For Johnson.
Your 630. Instructions for August 31 meeting.

1. Propose solve problem reference “nationals” by returning to
phraseology of July 25 identic announcement: “repatriation of civilians
who desire to return to their respective countries”. Object is to avoid
any language which might be construed as implying that US acknowl-
edges that any Chinese in this country have PRC nationality.

2. It should be specified in announcement that we are authorizing
GOl to act. It would not seem essential for announcement to take note
of fact that PRC has requested GOI to act. If necessary obtain agree-
ment, we would be prepared consider insertion of modifying phrase
such as “which has been requested by the PRC to serve in this capacity”
following “will authorize the Government of India.”

3. You should stand firm on: (a) refusal to use term “US agrees”,
(b) avoidance “on behalf of the PRC”, and (c) restitution of phrase “in
any such case”.

1Source: Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-2655. Secret; Priority.
Drafted by McConaughy; cleared by Dulles.
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4. Satisfactory definition of maximum time period for release of
Americans considered essential.

5.If you consider it would be useful, you may state you have been
instructed to request immediate, circumstantial and authentic report on
health and welfare each detained American civilian. Then you should
point out cumulative deleterious effects of prolonged imprisonment of
sort to which Wang’s Government has subjected US citizens grow rap-
idly more pronounced after several years have elapsed. Letters from
numerous relatives indicate increasing anxiety on this score. In this
context you may suggest next meeting be fixed for date on which this
report will be ready or in any event not before next week.

Dulles

148. Letter 10 from McConaughy to Johnson'

Letter No. 10 Washington, August 29, 1955
Dear Alex:

There have not been many developments here since my last letter
of August 26. Phleger, Sebald and I met briefly with the Secretary this
morning and are to meet again late this afternoon on your instructions
for the Wednesday meeting. This is an unusually busy week, what with
Shigemitsu here and other matters also demanding time.

It is unfortunate that our 648 did not reach you before your Sunday
night dinner. Through some inadvertence the priority label was omit-
ted from the telegram but it was sent early Saturday afternoon and you
still should have had it before your Sunday evening engagement.

The feeling here is that we should get back to the language of July
25 identic announcements which was “repatriation of civilians who
desire to return”. We do not see that there would be any connotation
of involuntary repatriation or any other undesirable connotation in the
use of the word “repatriation” since it is used in the context “those who
desire to return”.

There is concern felt here in the obvious attempt of the Chinese
Communists to enlarge the repatriation concept. Clearly they wish to
assert a large measure of interest in and a right to claim the allegiance
of all Chinese in this country. They believe that even a limited degree of

1 Source: Department of State, Geneva Talks Files, Lot 72D415. Secret; Official-
Informal.
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Indian representation will be a useful entering wedge, especially if they
can sell the concept of India as a protecting power. Phleger remarked
that it would have been better if we had insisted on some non govern-
mental agency such as the Red Cross, to serve as a contact with those
Chinese who wish to return to the Mainland.

Your 642 has just come in. The dinner conversation certainly does
not bring up anything new or add to our hopes for a successful out-
come of item one. The one comforting thought is that it certainly does
not indicate any intention on the part of the Chinese Communists to
precipitate an early break.

We are trying to assemble information for you on current depar-
tures of Chinese for the Mainland via Hong Kong. Immigration tells us
that it takes at least 60 days to process the outgoing passenger manifests
of the American President Lines and the air lines. This is bureaucratic
red tape at its worst. We hope to get the information promptly, perhaps
using our Consulate General at Hong Kong to monitor all arrivals of
Chinese in transit to the Mainland.

At Phleger’s suggestion we are working on an outline which spells
out our objectives at Geneva, the limitations imposed, the courses of
action that are called for and under this the arguing points that might
well be brought up in the course of the talks. The outline also includes
some thoughts on the sort of statements the two sides might issue by
agreement if there has to be a recess. This statement would explain
the postponement of discussion of item two until all U.S. civilians are
released. We believe that there are some telling points you could make
to Wang regarding the unusual efforts we have made to reduce tensions
and the Chinese Communist actions which have actually increased ten-
sions. For instance our restraint in not giving publicity of the story of Ber-
sohn, who has now come around and whose account is utterly damning
to the Chinese Communists, is something of which note might well be
taken at some stage. The same is true of the forbearance we have shown
in suppressing the full story of the 11 airmen. We have even gone to the
Deputy Secretary of Defense in order to make sure that the airmen do not
tell any more of their stories for the present.

We are anxious to get your reaction to the suggestion that meetings
be reduced to twice a week.

Good luck and regards,
Sincerely,

Walter P. McConaughy
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149. Telegram 651 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 30, 1955, noon

651. From Johnson.

I doubt if it would be useful carry out suggestion first sentence
paragraph 5 Deptel 654. It seems to me Wang’s immediate and obvi-
ous reply would be that if we had reached agreement “large num-
ber” of those with whom we concerned could have by now returned
to US and that if representation arrangement they proposed was in
effect reports on condition those remaining could be transmitted by
or through such channel. Also seems to me probable Wang would feel
required to reintroduce old demand for list Chinese in US or intro-
duce some new demand re Chinese in US in order balance our action.
All of this would serve further to take focus away from central issue
of when all Americans are to be able return, enable CHICOMS to
becloud this question, and possibly cause them further harden their
position.

Will, however, use as it seems useful second and third sentences
paragraph 5, although here again Wang can always also retort along
foregoing lines.

Am I correct in interpreting last sentence paragraph 5 as desire I
attempt fix next meeting for next week even though I do not use line in
first sentence paragraph 5? I would plan suggest Tuesday September 6
with thought following meeting Friday September 9. However I may
encounter difficulty with Wang and in this event would agree Saturday
September 3. I am bothered by tending give any appearance I am less
anxious than he to dispose item one.

Gowen

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-3055. Secret; Priority.
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150. Telegram 658 to Geneva'

Washington, August 30, 1955, 6:17 p.m.

658. For Johnson. Your 651.

It would seem desirable hold next meeting September 6 unless
there are indications Wang may have something present before then. If
he requests meeting Saturday September 3, and you consider it desir-
able, you should agree, leaving date of following meeting to be fixed on
September 3. You may have opportunity establish pattern semi-weekly
meetings Tuesdays and Fridays in absence specific reason for meeting
on other days. We are confident your approach will make it clear wider
spacing meetings not due to any lessening of interest our part in earliest
possible completion item one but rather desire avoid useless meetings
while awaiting Chinese Communist decision take position necessary
for conclusion item one, as we have already done.

Dulles

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-3055. Secret; Priority. Drafted
by McConaughy; cleared in draft by Phleger.

151. Telegram 657 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 31, 1955, noon

657. From Johnson.

Two hour and fifteen minute meeting this morning. Wang showed
great flexibility on text “agreed announcement” and agreed with the
draft which I believe should be acceptable to US. (Text by separate tele-
gram.) Believe I have been successful in walking back almost the entire
way from our August 16 draft.

No progress on timing release remaining Americans but only reit-
eration previous positions.

Readily agreed to next meeting Tuesday, September 6th.
I am planning leave for Prague this evening, returning Sunday.

Gowen

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-3155. Confidential; Niact.
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152. Telegram 658 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 31, 1955, 2 p.m.

658. From Johnson.

Following is text “agreed announcement” which Wang now
appears prepared accept. Believe it contains none of undesirable fea-
tures mentioned Deptel 654 and that we should be able accept it.

“The Ambassadors of the USA and the PRC have agreed to
announce the measures which their governments have adopted with
respect to return of civilians to their respective countries.

With respect to Chinese in the US, Ambassador U. Alexis John-
son, on behalf of the US Government, has informed Ambassador Wang
Ping-nan that:

1. The US recognizes that Chinese in the USA who desire to return
to the PRC are now entitled to do so and declares that it has adopted
and will further adopt appropriate measures so that they can expedi-
tiously exercise their right to return.

2. The Government of the Republic of India will be invited to assist
the return to the PRC of those Chinese who desire to do so as follows:

A. If any Chinese in the USA believes that contrary to the declared
policy of the USA he is encountering obstruction in departure he may
so inform the Indian Embassy in the USA and request it to make repre-
sentations on his behalf to the US Government. If desired by the PRC
the Indian Government may also investigate the facts in any such case.

B. If a Chinese in the US who desires to return to the PRC has dif-
ficulty in paying his return expenses, the Indian Government may ren-
der him financial assistance needed to permit his return.

3. The Government of the US will give wide publicity to the forego-
ing arrangements and the Embassy of the Republic of India in the USA
may also do so.

With respect to Americans in the PRC, Ambassador Wang, on
behalf of the PRC, has informed Ambassador Johnson that:

1. The PRC recognizes that Americans in the PRC who desire to
return to the USA are now entitled to do so and declares that it has
adopted and will further adopt appropriate measures so that they can
expeditiously exercise their right to return.

2. The Government of the UK will be invited to assist in the return
to the US of those Americans who desire to do so as follows:

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-3155. Confidential; Niact.



194 Foreign Relations, 1955-1957, Volume III, Supplement

A.If any American in the PRC believes that contrary to the declared
policy of the PRC he is encountering obstruction in departure he may
so inform the office of the Charge d’Affaires of the UK in the PRC and
request it to make representations on his behalf to the Government of
the PRC. If desired by the US, the Government of the UK may also
investigate the facts in any such case.

B. If an American in the PRC who desires to return to the US has
difficulty in paying his return expenses, the Government of the UK
may render him financial assistance needed to permit his return.

3. The Government of the PRC will give wide publicity to the fore-
going arrangements and the office of the Charge d’Affaires of the UK in
the PRC may also do so.”

Gowen

153. Telegram 659 from Geneva'

Geneva, August 31, 1955, 6 p.m.

659. From Johnson.
Comments today’s meeting.

Wang was relaxed, made no serious effort press to any showdown,
and showed no great sense of urgency. He quickly reached decisions at
table on language draft and while immediately noting I had gone back
on language our August 16 draft particularly on introductory para did
not press his advantage this regard. Degree to which he conceded dis-
puted points in draft also indicated they may not have been attaching
same value thereto as we had assumed. While I succeeded in avoid-
ing expressly committing myself to draft in face his willingness reach
immediate agreement on text I will have to have very cogent reasons
for introducing any further changes.

Thus only remaining issue appears be Wang's refusal set any definite
time for release remaining Americans. Both of us repeatedly and categor-
ically stated our positions on this issue and there seem:s little left to say.

In considering our future course of action believe must recognize
that we have cut back representation arrangement to point it is much
less attractive to CHICOMS than something along lines their original

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-3155. Secret; Priority.
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proposal. Therefore its bargaining value is correspondingly reduced.
Thus their desire to get to item two is probably principal lever which
would move them towards accepting our position. Effectiveness lever
difficult estimate and Wang may be doing good job dissimulation.
However I have feeling their desire get to item two still far from strong
enough to overcome their very strong reluctance give up their posi-
tion to degree that would be required to give advance commitment on
time limit for release remaining Americans. Believe it would be mistake
to interpret Wang’s flexibility on wording “agreed announcement” as
any indication softening their position on substantive issue remaining
Americans.

While at moment risk may not seem great I continue be concerned
that there could at any time be development which would further delay
release those Americans whose release can now be obtained.

Gowen

154. Telegram 661 from Geneva'
Geneva, August 31, 1955, 8 p.m.

661. From Johnson.

1. I opened 12th meeting today by handing Wang revised draft
agreed announcement incorporating changes Deptel 654. Full text my
remarks and draft as given Wang being forwarded air pouch tomorrow.

2. In my remarks I noted changes from and similarities to his
August 25 draft noting (a) I had added “will further adopt appropriate
measures” to paragraph 1 US section this to be applicable to authoriza-
tion to be given GOI; (b) use of “will authorize” in paragraphs 2; (c) res-
toration “in any such case” in paragraph 2(A) to make clear functions to
be performed only with regard to those who desire return; (d) deletion
“on behalf of government of” paragraphs 2(B) on grounds assistance
to Americans largely from private sources. PRC could make whatever
arrangements it wished with GOI; and (e) suggestion restoration July
25 language in introductory para.

3.1 concluded that on important question time his phrase “as soon
as possible” not satisfactory and urged acceptance “promptly” instead.

LSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-3155. Confidential.
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I emphasized essential point was for both to clearly understand what
term meant and expressed hope he would be able define for me much
more clearly than in past and terms of definite period of time further
appropriate measures to be taken by his government which would
enable all detained Americans exercise their right return.

4. Wang studied our draft carefully and commented in detail.

A. He said “return of nationals” had been used in our August 16
draft and conformed with announcement on agreed agenda made fol-
lowing first meeting August.

B. “As soon as possible” was translation they desired for Chinese
term (chin su) and they felt “promptly” has feeling of compulsion. He
added however as each side had own opinion on appropriate word
perhaps best find another English translation while retaining original
Chinese. He suggested “expeditiously”.

C. In paragraph 2 he said [garble—the] phrase “US agrees that
[garble—GOI is entrusted] to assist” implied authorization. However
they willing delete “US agrees” and simply say “GOI will be entrusted to
assist”. Since announcement comes as result Ambassadorial discussions
such a statement would imply agreement on part our two governments.

D. He agreed to deletion “on behalf of PRC (USA)” in paragraphs
2(B). He concluded that they had with these changes met requirements
our side to a very large extent.

5.Ireplied that his draft still contained word “entrusted” while ours
contained “authorized” which expresses exactly and more clearly what
each government will do. I asked if he would be willing use “authorize”
in place of “entrusted”.

6. Wang said “authorized” did not convey same feeling of polite-
ness toward third power which they were trying to indicate by using
word “entrust” which implied request.

7.1 said possibly we could use “request”.

8. Wang objected because “request” too had some feeling of an
order in Chinese which he did not desire in speaking of third party.

9. I agreed to see if we could find a suitable word. I then said in
introductory paragraph announcement we simply returned to lan-
guage our two governments used in July 25th announcement. After
considerable discussion in which it appeared he was objecting to word
“repatriation” but not to “civilians” I agreed consider “return” in place
“repatriation”.

10. Wang then read introductory paragraph leaving out “who
desire to return” following word “civilians”.

11. I asked that “who desire to return” be included. He replied it
was naturally included by implication and had not appeared in agenda
announcement of August 1st. He said not necessary include “who
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desire to return” because so explicitly stated in succeeding paragraphs
that arrangement applied to persons “who desire to return”. He said
introductory paragraph intended give general idea of problem, details
of which spelled out later.

12. I said I thought we could agree to elimination “who desire to
return” from introductory paragraph.

13. I then suggested in paragraph 2, we could use word “invite”
instead of “entrust”. Wang agreed to use of “invite” in English text and
said they would keep original Chinese (wei t'0) which meant substan-
tially same.

14. Isaid I would consider it. With respect his substitution “expedi-
tiously” for our word “promptly” I agreed to consider it although I did
not feel “promptly” had the meaning he was giving it. I then repeated
that I considered it vital that we have clear understanding what the
word will mean with respect to release of Americans. I added I was
anxious for anything further he could tell me concerning timing their
release.

15. Wang then resorted to prepared statement. He said they had
considered text of “agreement”, as a result it appeared we were fun-
damentally agreed on wording and expected no further problems in
wording. He welcomed fact that as result efforts made, distance now
dividing us had been lessened. He said now we seem to be returning to
old problem of trying to define “expeditiously” in exact terms of period
of time. He said they had made clear their position on this old prob-
lem many times, but as I had raised question again, he would repeat
their viewpoint. He said in past meetings I had insisted they should
release all Americans in a specified time before improvement relations
between China and US could be brought about. But it was his opin-
ion such a position was devoid of any justification because Americans
detained not ordinary Americans but violators of Chinese law and han-
dling their cases was Chinese sovereign right. Chinese had released 4
American prisoners in May and 11 more before commencement these
talks, but guilty persons must be treated according to Chinese juridical
process and impossible predict time limit for handling their cases. Chi-
nese Government would continue reviews and lenient policy would
be extended only if agreement reached and relations between the two
countries improved.

16. He said at last meeting I had charged him with relating polit-
ical concessions to release Americans. This accusation surprised him
since Americans concerned were law breakers. Showing leniency
toward them as result improvement in international relations was not
“exploiting them” for political concessions. On contrary he said we
were asking for concessions when we insisted on reaching agreement
only after they released all Americans. They hoped agreement would
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be reached regarding civilians but they would never give up their sov-
ereign rights. He then repeated familiar arguments that: his side had
made greatest concessions; his side had provided list all Americans;
we refused list Chinese; his side was giving lenient treatment Amer-
icans but we were obstructing departure any Chinese and they were
greatly dissatisfied present state of affairs. He said very few Ameri-
cans in China, and Chinese Government had offered easy and simple
solution their return. However, Chinese had “tens of thousands of
nationals in the US” and their return depended upon US implemen-
tation of agreement.

17. He concluded by saying we had spent much time on text and
he would like to know if we could reach agreement on announcement
today.

18. I replied I was very sorry his statement did not add anything
to what he had previously said which would enable us to make further
progress today. I had not suggested anything which would infringe
upon their sovereignty and it was for them to decide what they would
do with respect to Americans. I had not said we would not conclude
understanding until all Americans were released. I had made many
concessions, first hoping all Americans would be released during
talks, then that they would be released simultaneously with announce-
ment and now I was asking for interpretation of word “expeditiously”
in terms of reasonable period of time. I was disappointed it was still
impossible for him to give me even that statement.

19. I said his statements regarding treatment Chinese in US called
into question good faith my statements this regard. I was satisfied facts
not correct but if he would give me information I would immediately
look into any cases he knew of.

20. Wang said problem now has boiled down to question of defin-
ing “expeditiously” in terms of a period of time. He said Chinese sov-
ereign right did not permit him to say they would release Americans
at any given time irrespective of their juridical procedure. If they gave
tomorrow or some other time in future not much different from say-
ing Americans would be released right now. They could only say they
would give results when reviews completed and with favorable con-
ditions review would be carried out very quickly. This he said was
greatest extent to which he could go today. He then repeated his state-
ment great dissatisfaction regarding status Chinese nationals in US,
complained his govt had no complete list and that since opening of
talks not a single Chinese national had been allowed freely to return
to China. He had mentioned case of Dr. Tsien but even he not able to
return yet.
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21. I tried to probe further by saying he must have something in
mind as to meaning “expeditiously”. His government must be think-
ing in terms of one week, several months or several years.

22. Wang laughed and said nothing would come from discussion
of this point. They would talk only about things of which they were
sure. However, it would be easy for him to give the length of sentence
of each American imprisoned. It was not possible to say how much
these sentences could be shortened. Col. Arnold was sentenced to ten
years and yet was given early release. Speed-up release Americans
linked with reaching of agreement and improving relations.

23. I asked whether he could give me a definite time after the
announcement was issued.

24. Wang replied issuing of announcement would show progress
in improvement relations which would help to settle remaining cases.

25. Isaid if he could tell us now about some cases, why not give us
a definite time on remainder?

26. Wang said not possible deal with all cases at once or give them
all same treatment as they differed in various respects. I then stated I
was sorry no further progress had been made this morning and hoped
he would tell me something more definite at next meeting. I suggested
in order he have time for full consideration this important question we
meet on Tuesday, September 6.

27. Wang agreed immediately. Smiled and said he hoped I would
have good news for him.

Gowen

155. Letter 6 from Johnson to McConaughy'

Letter No. 6 Geneva, August 31, 1955

Dear Walter:

I have received both your letter of August 26th and August 29th,
and I am writing this this evening before getting off to an early start for
Prague tomorrow morning.

! Source: Department of State, Geneva Talks Files, Lot 72D415. Secret; Official-
Informal. Johnson signed the original “Alex.”
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I want you to know how tremendously helpful your letters are for
the background and suggestions that they have contained, and I enor-
mously appreciate the time that I know that they have taken in your
extremely harried life.

Tell Herman that I certainly have noted his hand, and a very wise
one it is indeed. My only regret is that he was not there to make it man-
ifest sooner as I have had a feeling that [ have been required to back-up
to a degree that is very difficult, particularly at this stage. However, as
I let myself go sufficiently to say in my summary telegram today;, I feel
that I have been fairly successful. Speaking very frankly, I feel that I
have been required to back-up a long way from the line taken in the
Department’s 466, as well as the Department’s 492, particularly with
respect to this question of “nationals”.

I also have a feeling that we are becoming increasingly reluctant
to recognize the implications of having agreed to these talks. I am thor-
oughly in sympathy with doing everything possible to avoid all the
apparent pitfalls but believe it hard to maintain the fiction that two
Ambassadors can discuss and decide on matters without agreeing
thereto.

As far as our position is concerned, I have tried to make my
opinion very clear in my telegrams. I came here hoping and expect-
ing, particularly in view of Chou En-lai’s statement, that we were
going to be able to obtain the reasonably prompt release of all Amer-
icans. I am now inclined to believe that we probably read more into
Chou'’s statement than we should have and that this never was their
real intention. I am inclined to think that what Chou was saying was
that the number of Americans is small and their problem is relatively
easy to settle compared with the problem of the large number of Chi-
nese in the United States. Just as in the Korean armistice negotiations,
they find it entirely impossible clearly to admit that any Chinese does
not want to return to their Communist paradise. I also believe that
there is a genuine inability to really understand the lack of restric-
tions upon return of Chinese from the United States. I therefore now
believe that there has from the beginning and still continues to be a
linkage between return of Chinese from the United States and our
response to other efforts to “improve relations”. However, as I have
previously said, I also believe they recognize that prisoners have
reached the point of diminishing returns and that they cannot play
this line too far.

I'would certainly not go so far as to say that they would never under
any circumstances release all Americans simultaneously. (I believe that
Wang was probably right in saying today that they regard a definite
time period on the release of the remainder as being approximately
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equivalent to simultaneous release.) However, I do feel that they are
still a very long way from this point.

The question, therefore, is whether or not we can expect and hope
to work them up to this point within a reasonable period of time and
without subjecting Americans whose release can now be obtained to
undue risk of unreasonably prolonged detention. While frankly admit-
ting to the narrow viewpoint of the man in the field, I am inclined to be
very doubtful.

One aspect that worries me is that the longer we continue in the
present deadlocked position, the more hardened positions on both
sides tend to become and the more difficult it becomes to shift there-
from. Looking at it solely from the standpoint of the overall welfare
of the detained Americans, I find it hard to work out the equation but
believe it important that we do so. We are today able to obtain the
release of X number of Americans and within the next month or two Y
number may well have been added to that. How large the remaining Z
will be I have no way of telling, but it will certainly include the three or
four “difficult” cases. I am convinced that these latter cases are, under
the best of circumstances, going to take a long time and doubt whether
what we now have to offer under agenda item one is going to obtain
their release. Of course I know that the answer is that under the present
outlook neither under agenda item two are we going to be able to offer
anything that would obtain their release. This may well be the case.
However, should X and Y be indefinitely detained in what may be a
futile effort to obtain Z?

Also it seems to me that the price we would be paying for X and Y
is in reality very small. The third party arrangement is very limited in
scope, and I believe that we would be in a position to withdraw it at any
time that we considered it desirable.

There is a very small point which struck me today and which I am
surprised Wang has not caught me up on—I have been pushing very
hard the thesis that we came here to settle the repatriation of civilians,
but in re-reading the July 25th announcement today, I was struck by
the fact that it refers only to “in order to aid in settling the matter of
repatriation . . .”

I 'am a little concerned that we may be permitting our bargaining
positions to become our final position without enough ammunition in
our belt to overcome the resistance.

With respect to the thought that we might go ahead and inde-
pendently announce the Indian representation arrangement, it seems
to me that this would be most unwise. If we are prepared to do this, we
can get the U.K. representation in Communist China for whatever it is
worth but, much more importantly, the release of at least a considerable
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number of Americans. If we do it independently while Wang and I are
still negotiating here, it seems to me that we at the minimum set back
the release of Americans whose release we could now obtain. I also
wonder what the reaction of the Indians would be.

While I will appreciate any and all suggestions on arguments I
might use with Wang, as I have run dry myself, I want to make it clear
whatever debating satisfaction this may give, I do not believe that any
arguments or logic, no matter how irrefutable, are in themselves going
to produce any change in their position.

I hope that all of this does not sound too cynical or discouraged,
but at this late hour in the evening I simply wanted to share with you
very frankly and personally some of the thoughts that we are having
here on the other side of the coin.

With kindest regards from all.
Sincerely,

U. Alexis Johnson
American Ambassador

156. Letter from Clough to McConaughy'

Geneva, September 1, 1955
Dear Walter:

I am enclosing copies of our draft agreed announcement and the
Ambassador’s statement explaining the changes in the draft, both of
which were used at the 12th meeting with the Chinese Communists
on August 31. These are the texts promised you in telegram No. 661,
August 31st, paragraph one.

Alex is now in Prague and the rest of us are holding the fort here
until his return Sunday night.

Sincerely,

Ralph N. Clough

1Source: Department of State, Geneva Talks Files, Lot 72D415. Confidential; Official-
Informal. Enclosure 1, “Draft Agreed Announcement,” is attached but not printed.
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Enclosure?
AMBASSADOR JOHNSON’S REMARKS
12th Meeting, August 31, 1955

Mr. Ambassador, I have given careful consideration to the draft of
the agreed announcement which you gave me on August 25th and the
observations which you made at that time.

I have prepared a new draft in which I have gone a long way to
meet the points raised by your draft which departed somewhat from
the suggestion which I had made.

You will note that although I consider it entirely unnecessary I have
made the first paragraph of our respective statements identical in line
with your views on the subject. Although, as I have often stated, I know
of no further measures which my government needs to take in order
that Chinese in the United States can promptly exercise their right to
return, I have inserted the phrase “will further adopt appropriate meas-
ures” with the thought that this will be applicable to the authorization
to be given to the Government of India.

You will also note that numbered paragraph (2) of our respective
statements I have used the phraseology that our governments will
authorize the Government of the United Kingdom, and the Govern-
ment of the Republic of India, to assist the return to their respective
countries of those who desire to do so. It seems to me that this much
more accurately describes the exact situation since obviously neither
of the third countries named could carry out these functions without
the authorization of our respective governments. The essential element,
therefore, is that our respective governments give this authorization
and that this is clearly set forth in our respective statements.

With respect to paragraph 2 (a) of our respective statements, I have
made a slight addition to the last sentence of your draft in order to
make it clear that these functions are to be performed only with regard
to those persons who desire to return.

With respect to paragraph 2 (b), I have deleted the phrase in your
draft “on behalf of the Government of the United States of America”,
in the one case, and “on behalf of the Government of the People’s
Republic of China”, in the other case. In the case of Americans, any
financial assistance in most cases would originate with the relatives
or firms of the persons concerned. You are, of course, entirely free to
make whatever arrangements you way desire for reimbursement by

2No classification marking.
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the Government of India and there is no reason for specifying this in
our agreed announcement.

With respect to the introductory paragraph, I feel it appropriate
that we retain the words contained in the statement issued by our two
governments on July 25th announcing these talks.

You will note that I have accepted the revised wording which you
suggested for paragraph (3) of our respective statements.

With reference to our discussion at our last meeting of the word
“promptly” as used in the first paragraph of our respective statements,
I have retained this word as I have not been able to think of any other
that would be more appropriate. From the interpretation which you
gave me at our last meeting of the Chinese term which you had sug-
gested, it seems to me that “promptly” is the best and most adequate
translation into the English. It does not in the English carry with it any
connotation such as you suggested of command but rather carries the
connotation of quickly or very quickly which I understood from you
was the sense of the Chinese term. However, in the English usage it is a
more appropriate word in a context such as this than simply the word
“quickly” or “very quickly”.

However, as I said at our last meeting, the essential point with
respect to whichever term is used is that we both clearly understand
what it means. I would hope that you would today be able to define
for me much more clearly than you have in the past and in terms of
a definite period of time the further appropriate measures mentioned
in the draft of the agreed announcement which will enable all Amer-
icans now detained in your country to exercise their right to return.

157. Telegram 677 to Geneva'

Washington, September 2, 1955, 6:56 p.m.

677. For Johnson. Your 658.

Agree text proposed announcement quoted reftel as good as can be
expected. While we would like agreement as to time release Americans
it should not be pressed so as to jeopardize agreement on proposed

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-3155. Secret; Priority. Drafted
by Phleger and Sebald; cleared by McConaughy and cleared in substance by Dulles and
Robertson on September 1.
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announcement. You should argue on Tuesday for time agreement but
if not forthcoming you should indicate your agreement ad referendum
that in next meeting PAREN presumably on Friday PAREN there should
be agreement on announcement quoted reftel and manner and timing
thereof without our insisting agreement on time release Americans.
Make clear however that word QUOTE expeditiously QUOTE means
just that and we expect announcement to be carried out in that sense.
Would like your views on timing of publication of announcement. We
believe announcement should be simultaneous Geneva, Peiping and
Washington or Denver at agreed time.

FYI Following announcement we believe meetings should con-
tinue not oftener than twice a week at which the subject for discus-
sion would be implementation and details and progress in carrying
out agreed announcement. Discussion about item two should not
be engaged in until it is clear that agreed announcement is initiated
in good faith. Under such circumstances discussions can be had as to
what should constitute item two on agenda. Such discussions should
be recessed whenever it becomes apparent Communists are not carry-
ing out agreed announcement in good faith.

Hoover

158. Telegram 678 to Geneva'
Washington, September 2, 1955

678. For Johnson.

Your 661. You may your discretion use following information in
reply Wang’s remarks on Chinese in US.

Paragraph 16: INS affirms no restraining orders in force since
March 24, except in case Tsien, whose restraining order revoked
August 3. Hence return to PRC of any Chinese National in US, and
timing such return, depends on volition individual, not on implemen-
tation agreed announcement.

Paragraph 20: Wang’s request for list all Chinese in US of course
will not be considered. Tsien Hsue-shen, only specific case mentioned
by Wang, has advised INS his intent depart Los Angeles September 17

1 Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-3155. Confidential; Priority.
Drafted by Nagoski and Osborn; cleared by Sebald and in draft by Phleger. The time of
transmission is illegible.
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abroad President Cleveland destination China mainland. Tsien entered
US as student in 1935, admitted for permanent resident in 1947. Has
studied aeronautical engineering at institutes of technology of Massa-
chusetts and California. Has recently been engaged in research on rock-
ets and jet propulsion and has worked on classified projects.

Also signifying intention depart same time same ship as Tsien are
two other former restrainees, Li Cheng-wu and Lee Sun-hsiang. Kao
Fa-ti (prevention order revoked March 24) departed August 27 abroad
President Wilson destined Hong Kong. Presume his eventual destina-
tion is PRC.

Chinese constantly being allowed freely depart US. From July 11,
when initiative for Geneva talks occurred, to August 31, 83 Chinese
Nationals departed US for Far East. No information now available how
many these intended proceed Communist China, but obvious they
completely free to do so, as far as US concerned.

Information (FYI from Hong Kong authorities END FYI) indicates
47 Chinese passed through Hong Kong in transit status to Commu-
nist China from US between January 1 and August 31. Figure does not
include Chinese who may have entered Hong Kong without specifying
intention proceed PRC, then crossed border.

Hoover

159. Letter 11 from McConaughy to Johnson'

Letter No. 11 Washington, September 2, 1955
Dear Alex:

Again there is a great rush on with just a few minutes to get this
note to you in the pouch. The momentous telegram authorizing you to
button up the Agreed Announcement at the next meeting on Tuesday
the 6th is just going out. The Secretary personally reviewed, amended
and approved this telegram before he left yesterday afternoon for a two
week vacation at Duck Island. As this request I flew to Richmond yes-
terday afternoon to get WSR’s approval. I had an hour and a half with
him in Richmond. He readily gave his clearance.

! Source: Department of State, Geneva Talks Files, Lot 72D415. Secret; Official-
Informal.



1955 207

You will be interested to know that when WSR read the latest text of
the Agreed Announcement “cold”, without having any of the recent back-
ground, he was amazed at what you had accomplished. He felt that we
had just about written our own ticket so far as the phraseology went. The
wording could hardly be better from our standpoint. He felt that we did
not need to worry too much about fixing an express time limit in terms of
so many days or weeks, in view of the very explicit treminology used in
the Agreed Announcement. He observed that if the Communists did not
release all the Americans “expeditiously” in the literal sense of the term,
they would be in an absolutely indefensible position. We would have the
best club imaginable to beat them with. Not even their best apologists,
such as the Indians, would excuse them if they failed to act promptly on
all Americans. WSR thinks that their prestige is involved and they know
it. They may have consciously and deliberately decided to release all the
Americans in a hurry, if we allow them to do it in their own way and with-
out any suggestion of an ultimatum in terms of so many days. It would
seem to be part of their general diplomatic campaign to win widespread
acceptance and respectability.

WSR thinks it very important for you not to imply in any way that
we think it might take sixty or ninety days to complete the implementa-
tion. “Expeditiously” obviously means a shorter time than that. There is
a chance that the Americans might be released practically en masse in
ten days or two weeks. This is what it ought to mean. If we show that we
don’t really expect them to move with celerity probably they won’t, but if
we make it clear that we take speedy action for granted, they will be put
on their mettle, and probably live up to what is expected of them on this
since it fits in with their accelerated diplomatic campaign. Obviously you
don’t put them on their honor because you expect them to act for honor’s
sake, but sometimes it may serve their calculated purposes to deliver
when they are put on their honor, and this may be such an instance.

It is clearly important not to get into the substance of Item Two
until all the Americans are out. When we talk about “discussion about
Item Two” and “what should constitute Item Two” we mean the topics
that might be appropriate for acceptance under Item Two. Even this
discussion of what would be appropriate topics should be recessed if
the Agreed Announcement is not carried out in good faith. WSR’s last
injunction to me in Richmond yesterday afternoon was to stress the
importance of not getting into actual substance of Item Two until all
the Americans are out and that includes of course the hard-core cases.
We would probably never get the most difficult cases out if we move
into Item two while they are still held.

We probably won't inform the Indians of the contemplated arrange-
ments until after the Tuesday meeting. We have already informed the
British and they are ready to assume their role.
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Joe Nagoski is working full time on the assembling of informa-
tion on Chinese in this country who have been assisted, who have left,
and who are about to leave. A wealth of information is available and it
will be sent to you as it seems needful. Herman Phleger thinks there is
enough grist to keep the mill going for sometime if needed.

WSR is to return to the Department on Tuesday the 6th. Carl
McCardle is on leave and Bob Mcllvaine will help us handle the press
and public relations aspects which will undoubtedly involve some
problems. The Secretary said yesterday that probably we should have
some sort of backgrounder for the press when the Agreed Announce-
ment comes out making it particularly clear just what the limitations
are and what the announcement does not signify.

We are getting out a circular to all our Chiefs of Mission from the
Secretary right after the announcement is released, spelling out for them
that the Agreement does not signify any relaxation to our opposition
to recognition of UN seating of Communist China, and that there is no
change in our policy of support of the GRC. The circular will also point
out that the continued Chinese Communist military build-up in the
South China coastal area and their direct and indirect support of threat
of force and subversion against the Governments of Korea, Vietnam and
Laos are serious unsettling factors in the general Far Eastern situation.

Bill and I were particularly happy to see the Secretary’s personal
telegram of commendation to you. It is well deserved and it means a
lot. Congratulations and regards,

Sincerely,

Walter P. McConaughy

160. Telegram 672 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 3, 1955, 6 p.m.

672. From Johnson. Re: Deptel 677.
Following are my preliminary thoughts on timing announcement:

Had assumed Department continued desire release “agreed
announcement” by Wang and me here accordance paragraph 6, Deptel
391. “Agreed announcement” drafted in this form. Simultaneous release

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-355. Secret; Priority.
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Washington or Denver and Peiping would it seems to me tend give
intergovernmental character which we been trying avoid. Also would
be very difficult coordinate three way simultaneous timing between
Peiping Geneva and Washington or Denver. Would probably require
several negotiating sessions with Wang with ever present possibility
leaks and would in fact delay announcement and release Americans
after substantive agreement had been reached.

One aspect to be kept in mind is that CHICOMs will if given
any opportunity attempt, as with flyers, steal show with magnani-
mous unilateral gesture of release Americans prior release “agreed
announcement”.

My thought is that only at Friday’s meeting would I reach final
agreement with Wang on “agreed announcement”, he will thereupon
in same meeting inform me of Americans being released. (Wang would
presumably do same.) In this way Peiping would be forestalled from
making any prior statement on release Americans as they would not
finally know until meeting whether or not I would in fact agree to
“agreed announcement”.

I should think that Washington or Denver should be prepared
make text “agreed announcement” available immediately upon con-
firmation release accomplished here together with any comments that
might be considered desirable.

Would appreciate Department’s guidance prior Tuesday meeting.

Gowen

Note: Advance copy to Mr. Hodge (CA) 3:45 p.m. 9/3/55 CWO/FED

161. Telegram 682 to Geneva'

Washington, September 3, 1955, 6:46 p.m.

682. For Johnson.

Reur 672. In light very cogent reasons set forth reftel we concur
QTE agreed announcement UNQTE should be released by you and
Wang accordance paragraph 6 Deptel 391.

LSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-355. Secret; Priority. Drafted
by Sebald; cleared by Murphy.
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We also concur tactics for Friday’s meeting suggested reftel but
would hope Dept could be informed immediately announcement
made Geneva thus enabling public relations aspect be taken care of in
Washington and possibly Denver almost simultaneously with Geneva
announcement.

Hoover

162. Telegram 673 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 4, 1955, 2 p.m.

673. From Johnson.

Would appreciate amplification last three sentences second para
Deptel 677.

Am I correct in understanding that our purpose at that stage would
be attempt draw Wang into discussion which would have purpose agree-
ment on subpoints to be discussed under agenda item two with implica-
tion substantive discussion subpoints only after release all Americans?

Gowen

Note: Mr. Rinden (FE/DO) informed 10:35 a.m. 9/4/55 CWO/FED

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-455. Secret; Priority.

163. Telegram 685 to Geneva'

Washington, September 5, 1955, 10:55 a.m.

685. For Johnson.

Your 673. Our 677 intended map out general approach during
period immediately following release of agreed announcement and
in endeavor make possible reasonable time during which we can

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-455. Secret; Priority. Drafted
by Sebald; cleared by Hodge (CA).
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determine whether CHICOMS are carrying out their agreed announce-
ment in good faith. For this purpose we envisage possibility discussing
implementation, details and progress of CHICOM undertaking during
at least several meetings. If agreed announcement then being carried
out in good faith we have no objection beginning discussion about
repeat about item two with view determining what should constitute
item two on agenda.

We do not now wish foreshadow when substantive discussion
subpoints of agenda item two might begin.

Hoover

164. Telegram 678 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 6, 1955, 2 p.m.

678. From Johnson.

Two hour and twenty minute meeting this morning. Wang opened
with statement on Americans granted exit permits.

I renewed request for time limit on release imprisoned Americans,
pointed out still none able depart, measures taken by my government
without condition permit Chinese depart, 83 departed since July 11, etc.

Wang repeated his former line this subject from prepared state-
ment and after some give and take along familiar lines I asked series
questions on “expeditious” confirmation imprisoned Americans whose
cases reviewed would be able promptly depart on issuance “agreed
announcement” etc to which he made replies identical with his previ-
ous statements.

I'then indicated I was prepared recommend my government autho-
rize me accept “agreed announcement” and desired compare texts with
him. I gave him text which I pointed out represented my understanding
our discussion last meeting, introduced no new changes, and hoped we
could issue after next meeting.

After studying my draft and discussion of a few small nitpicks of
which he accepted my version, discussion centered around “now” in
para one PRC section and “in any such case” in paras two both sections,
he requesting deletion. I pointed out he had raised no question on “in

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-655. Confidential; Niact.
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any such case” last meeting, and he noted I had not called their atten-
tion to “now” at last meeting.

Only voiced objection to “in any such case” was that it was clear
without it and phrase was therefore “unnecessary”. In reply my direct
question said did not object in principle to phrase and I pressed my
advantage to maximum. His argumentation was weak and he several
times appeared to waver toward accepting phrase but appeared he
had received instructions since our last meeting and he was not clear
whether he was able concede.

Opposition to “now” in PRC section was very much stronger,
implication of word not in accordance facts as far as PRC concerned,
could never accept this word etc. I pointed out always included our
drafts, while not in PRC drafts, they had not at last meeting or previ-
ously specifically raised issue, did not do violence to even their inter-
pretation facts etc. Clearly his instructions on this very categorical and
although I used to maximum my very strong negotiation position was
entirely unable shake him.

He was very anxious propose next meeting be Saturday and I agreed.

Gowen

Note: Mr. Waddell’s office (FE) notified 1:20 pm 9/6/55 (DES)

165. Telegram 682 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 6, 1955, 6 p.m.

682. From Johnson.

1. Following verbatim text draft “agreed announcement” given
Wang meeting September 6:

2. ”Ambassadors of USA and PRC have agreed to announce meas-
ures which their governments have adopted concerning return of civil-
ians to their respective countries.

3. With respect to Chinese in US, Ambassador U. Alexis Johnson,
on behalf of US, has informed Ambassador Wang Ping-nan that: (1)
US recognizes that Chinese in US who desire to return to PRC are
now entitled to do so and declares that it has adopted and will further

YSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-655. Confidential.
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adopt appropriate measures so that they can expeditiously exercise
their right to return. (2) Government of Republic of India will be
invited to assist in return to PRC of those Chinese who desire to do
so as follows:

A. If any Chinese in US believes that contrary to declared policy
of US he is encountering obstruction in departure, he may so inform
Embassy of Republic of India in US and request it to make representa-
tions on his behalf to US Government. If desired by PRC, Government
of Republic of India may also investigate facts in any such case.

B. If any Chinese in the US who desires to return to the PRC has
difficulty in paying his return expenses, the Government of Repub-
lic of India may render him financial assistance needed to permit his
return.

(C) The US Government will give wide publicity to the foregoing
arrangements and the Embassy of the Republic of India in the US may
also do so.

4. With respect to Americans in the PRC, Ambassador Wang Ping-
nan, on behalf of the PRC, has informed Ambassador U. Alexis Johnson
that:

(1) The PRC recognizes that Americans in the PRC who desire
to return to the US are now entitled to do so, and declares that it has
adopted and will further adopt appropriate measures so that they can
expeditiously exercise their right to return.

The Government of the UK will be invited to assist in the return to
the US of those Americans who desire to do so as follows:

A. If any American in the PRC believes that contrary to the
declared policy of the PRC he is encountering obstruction in depar-
ture, he may so inform the office of the Charge d’Affaires of the UK
in the PRC and request it to make representations on his behalf to the
Government of the PRC. If desired by the US, the Government of the
UK may also investigate the facts in any such case.

B. If any American in the PRC who desires to return to the US has
difficulty in paying his return expenses, the Government of the UK
may render him financial assistance needed to permit his return.

C. The Government of the PRC will have [give] wide publicity
to the foregoing arrangements and the office of the Charge d’Affaires of
the UK in the PRC may also do so”.

Gowen
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166. Telegram 684 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 6, 1955, 6 p.m.

684. From Johnson.

With respect to remaining two disputed points in “agreed
announcement” I feel we must and can retain “in any such case”.
Wang’s motive for deletion is clear even though his argumentation is
weak and there is no reason we should concede.

I do not feel “now” is of same order importance.

It originally appeared in Deptel 492 which was drafted in form
joint statement in order meet point contained para 4 Deptel 466. Since
then we have shifted to “agreed announcement” form of unilateral
statements which do not have force of intergovernmental agreement
and which it seems to me we are free renounce any time we consider
such action justifiable and desirable.

Since that time I have continued to use word with thought that in
PRC rpt PRC section it signified all Americans were as of date of state-
ment able to depart. We are now accepting situation in which this not
case and from standpoint Americans in prison key portion para is “will
further adopt appropriate measures” and “expeditiously”.

While at today’s meeting Wang argued for its deletion from only
PRC section and may well argue for its retention.

US section his motives are of course entirely different from ours.
Certainly if retained in our section they will cite as admission Chinese
have in past not been free leave US.

Therefore believe it should be either retained or deleted in both
sections and that its deletion from both sections would not materially
weaken force of announcement. My ability accept deletion would also
of course strengthen my negotiating position for retention of “in any
such case”.

Also seems to me our interest now lies in getting announcement
issued as quickly as possible so as accomplish release some Americans
and bring into play public pressure on PRC for “expeditious” release
remainder.

Gowen

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-655. Secret; Priority.



1955 215

167. Telegram 687 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 6, 1955, 7 p.m.

687. From Johnson.

1. Wang opened 13th meeting today with statement that 12
Americans who we had said were being detained would be free to
leave. He said on basis reviews completed following seven Americans
could leave any time: Emma A. Barry, Ralph S. Boyd, Juanita B. Huang,
Robert H. Parker, Mr. and Mrs. Howard L. Ricks and Eva Stella Dugay.
Two Romanoffs who had recently applied exit permits could also leave.
Charles Miner, now in process clearing up debts incurred by firms in
his charge, was being given every assistance by local authorities and
should be able to complete procedures in two or three months, at which
time he also free to leave. James Edward Walsh had not applied for exit
permit, but since not known to be involved in any unsettled cases, he
also free to leave. Mrs. Huizer not on list of Americans in China and
claimed by Dutch reps as Dutch citizen, however, she free to leave also
and he said later her husband making arrangements wind up affairs
so he too would be able depart. He added that cases of remaining
American citizens who have committed crimes are different from these
twelve. When agreement reached, their cases will be reviewed and in
light circumstances of each and lenient attitude his govt reviews will be
quickly conducted and we will be informed upon completion.

2. I said I appreciated the information he had given re Americans
now free to depart. I then asked if I was correct in understanding that
Chinese Communists had completed reviews some cases civilians
accused of committing crimes and that he would inform me their names
at time when agreement reached on agreed announcement.

3. Wang agreed.

4. I asked if those Americans whose cases had been reviewed
would then be able to leave promptly.

5. He agreed.

6. I then said this brought us to what he had termed the “old ques-
tion” of time it will require for his government to complete review of
remainder cases. This central question I had raised in second meeting
and we had been discussing it ever since. I could see no compelling rea-
son why his govt could not if it wished release these persons immedi-
ately. Nevertheless I was willing accept simple statement of reasonable
length of time during which release could be completed. But he had only

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-655. Confidential.
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told me that cases remaining Americans would be dealt with “expedi-
tiously”. I had no way of knowing what he meant by this term. Further-
more he implied it dependent upon fulfilment various conditions. These
conditions were such that his govt could at any time halt release Amer-
icans merely by alleging one or more conditions not being fulfilled. He
was asking my govt accept most unsatisfactory arrangement. We being
asked take certain concrete action in addition steps already taken to assist
departure Chinese wishing return. However he giving me only vague
promise re persons described as having committed crimes. Any reason-
able person would understand my govt’s reluctance accept such vague
arrangement.

7.1 said he frequently referred to so-called obstructions hindering
departure Chinese from US. I was satisfied these so-called obstructions
nothing more than normal problems anyone encountered when he
moved from one country to another. Between July 11 and August 31, 83
Chinese had departed US for Far East. It was thus clear that any Chi-
nese perfectly free depart US for his country or any other destination.
I emphasized my govt took all measures necessary this end without
condition. We know number these persons reached his country because
their arrival reported official broadcasts. I contrasted this fact with sit-
uation facing Americans in his country and fact that not one Ameri-
can civilian had been able depart during period our discussions. That
is why it was so important to know in more exact terms what effect
arrangements agreed upon here would have on Americans accused of
having committed crimes.

8. Wang replied he had clearly, explicitly elaborated his position
and he considered renewal demand for specific period time in which
Americans would be released served no useful purpose in these talks.
In reference statement at last meeting he denied questioning my good
faith on statements I had made concerning action taken by my govt
permit Chinese freely depart. Although he had information Chinese
nationals and students departure still being obstructed he now pre-
pared accept my statement there were now no restrictions on their
departure and therefore willing accept agreed announcement. Despite
my statement 83 Chinese departed US, none had left US and arrived
in China since talks began and all those recently arrived had left prior
opening of talks.

9. Wang then read prepared statement going over old ground repeat-
ing that if we continued insist on release guilty American civilians within
specified time this raised question his good faith, violated his country’s
sovereignty, was utterly unreasonable, and could not possibly be met. He
said he had announced granting early release 11 airmen and today that
exit permits would be granted 12 more. Also, once agreement reached,
reviews remainder cases would proceed. All these acts showed they had
repeatedly made efforts resolve question return American nationals.
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10. I interjected he said 12 but actually Miner not able leave
immediately.

11. Wang replied Miner being assisted every way possible by local
authorities and speed settlement was influenced by his own efforts, he
said if, as in Miner’s case, it were possible for them to give definite period
of time they would do so but they could never give definite time regard-
ing all cases. He said their solution explicit and clear and no question of
vagueness in terms they used. But if we insisted on definition of period
of time, then it would not possible for talks to make further progress.

12. T asked if my understanding correct that his statement cases of
Americans could “easily be solved” applied also to those accused of
crimes.

13. Wang said in light of conditions mentioned before their cases
also would easily be solved.

14.I'said I also understood their cases would be expeditiously han-
dled in conformity with draft agreed announcement. He agreed.

15. I said I understood with respect to period of time it would not
bear any relationship to time it had taken in past to solve some of these
cases.

16. He answered that if agreement reached and relations between
two countries improved and conduct of persons concerned was good
then handling of their cases would be easier.

17. 1 then told him I could not consider his statements satisfactory
to my government. Nevertheless in light of information given me this
morning and relying on his statements remaining cases could be eas-
ily and expeditiously resolved, I was prepared recommend my gov-
ernment consider authorizing me agree on announcement along lines
wording discussed at last meeting. I would do this also on understand-
ing when we reached agreement on wording announcement, which
I hoped might be at next meeting, he would immediately inform me
results reviews completed cases of persons accused having committed
crimes. [ then gave him text agreed announcement (Mytel 682) saying it
introduced no new changes.

18. After studying text, Wang suggested use full term “USA”
instead of US throughout. After my explanation normal practice use
abbreviated form after first mention, he agreed. After first objecting
to deletion phrase “the Government of” from introductory paragraph
each section he finally accepted deletion.

19. Wang objected to inclusion phrase “in any such case” conclu-
sion para 2(A). He said very clear from context which cases referred to
therefore unnecessary specify by adding phrase.

20. I asked if he agreed with sense of phrase but not the words.
When he agreed, I said we would then like to keep words in order that
English text be absolutely clear. He said he would consider.
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21. Wang then raised objection to word “now” in para one Chinese
section although he said appropriate to keep it in American section. He
said people would misunderstand actual situation and think Ameri-
cans could not depart from China before these talks whereas actually
over 1500 Americans had left China.

22. I replied impression would be given talks had not accom-
plished anything and situation no different from past. Furthermore,
paragraphs would thus be identical.

23. Wang said “now” should remain in American paragraph
because in past we prevented Chinese from leaving and now we had
removed restrictions, so word appropriate in American section but not
in Chinese section.

24. I replied I could not see his distinction because thousands
of Chinese had also left US before these talks. Furthermore, we had
made concessions in order that both paragraphs could be identical
and we had accepted phrase “and will further adopt” which did
not really apply to our case, but we agreed to it in deference to his
desires.

25. Wang said there was a great distinction between a country which
restricted departure and one which did not. He would accept anything
which conformed with actual situation, but not otherwise.

26. I replied sorry we were not as close to agreement as I thought
we were. Furthermore, any American who desired to leave in past had
not been able to do so.

27. Wang said he had not raised question of word “now” at last
meeting because we had indicated this change from his draft.

28. I said if he would agree to this draft I felt sure we could reach
agreement on text next meeting and release announcement. How-
ever, if his intention now to introduce concept different wording two
paragraphs there were many changes to be made and entire question
reopened.

29. Wang said most important word is “now,” and they could not
agree on its inclusion their paragraph.

30. I replied if we eliminated it, it would make two paragraphs
different and also it would indicate we were not announcing something
of real substance.

31. Wang said no matter how we explained it, he could not accept
the word. He then turned to discussion “in any such case.”

32. I asked again if he objected in principle to idea it conveyed.

33. He said idea completely contained in paragraph and not at all
necessary add these words on end.

34. I said we should not leave anything implied that could be
clearly stated. It was consistent with rest of paragraph and necessary
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to make meaning absolutely clear in English text. In this paragraph we
were giving frame of reference to third government and it was doubly
important to make clear to that government what its mandate was. I
therefore thought important to retain phrase. He replied he would con-
sider this point and reserve comment until next meeting.

35. I concluded that I had come tremendous distance to meet his
point of view on substantive issue and I had indicated I was prepared
to consider issuance announcement even though we did not feel situa-
tion with respect to Americans satisfactory. I hoped we could agree on
wording so that I could request authority to issue statement. Wang said
“me too”.

36. I then said I thought press should be promptly informed of
names he had given me of those Americans who were now free to leave
because our people very much interested. I read to him text my pro-
posed release.

37. Wang agreed we could release information and read back to me
announcement he had made at opening of meeting. There was impli-
cation he desired joint announcement or that we use substantially his
wording.

38.Isaid he could make his own announcement and we would make
ours in somewhat shorter form. After I accepted a few minor suggestions
to make our announcement consistent with his own essential points, he
said he had no objections to my proposals.

39. He then said announcement for his side would be made in
Peiping.

Gowen

168. Telegram 693 to Geneva'

Washington, September 7, 1955, 7:39 p.m.

693. For Johnson. Your 682 and 684.
1. You should stand firm on retention phrase “in any such case”.

2. Department accepts your reasoning on decreased significance
of word “now”. Would still like inclusion “now” in PRC section and

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-655. Secret; Priority. Drafted
by McConaughy and Sebald; cleared in draft by Phleger and Suydam (P).
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would be agreeable to having it in both sections but would not repeat
not find acceptable having this word in U.S. section only.

Under present circumstances we would acquiesce, upon Wang’s
request, in deletion of word “now” from both sections in order to come
to agreement.

3. Believe foregoing provides basis for reaching agreement at 14th
meeting September 10. You will be in strong position to press accep-
tance of “in any such case” on Wang, particularly with our concession
on deletion of “now”.

4. You should make every effort to have announcement agreed
upon and released September 10. Press for agreement then without
further reference to principals. Immediately announcement released by
you in Geneva we plan to issue Departmental press release here refer-
ring to your announcement in Geneva. Simultaneously background
briefing of press here would be undertaken by Robertson. In order to
schedule press release and background briefing at reasonable hour
here, you should seek Wang agreement to release of Agreed Announce-
ment in Geneva at 3 PM local time (10 AM Washington time).

5. If agreement on text of announcement reached, you should
notify Department by fastest possible means, using both Niact plain
language telegram and international telephone. Have circuits open on
stand-by basis if feasible.

6. Talking paper which Robertson will use in background no-attri-
bution briefing of press being telegraphed separately.

7. Cable your considered estimate of likelihood that agreement on
foregoing basis can be reached and released on September 10.

Hoover

169. Letter 7 from Johnson to McConaughy'

Letter No. 7 Geneva, September 7, 1955
Dear Walter:

I find that the second courier which arrives here Sunday evening
with your mail does not go directly back to Frankfort and, therefore,

1 Source: Department of State, Geneva Talks Files, Lot 72D415. Secret; Official-
Informal. Johnson signed the original “Alex.”
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while he is extremely useful in giving me a channel twice a week from
you, for practical purposes I have a channel only once a week to you.

I greatly appreciated your letter of September 2 which expanded on
the second paragraph of the Department’s 677. I thought I knew what
the paragraph meant, but I wished to be absolutely sure. I am sorry that I
bothered you by sending a telegram over the Labor Day weekend.

Before going on with anything else, I would greatly appreciate
your having someone look into the situation in our code room staff
here to see if something can’t be done. Gowen has sent many tele-
grams on the subject and I have sent one, but apparently all he gets
back are repeats to other posts asking them whether they can spare
anybody and, of course, they never can. While our traffic is lighter than
it was, it still comes in big bunches and it is very important that it move
promptly. The Department’s telegram to me last weekend on my din-
ner with Wang is a good example. They were short-handed, no one was
on duty to decode it, and, as a result, I did not receive it. No great harm
was done, but this well could happen in much more important matters.

Going back to the talks, I know that you all must have been as
disappointed as I was that I was unable to sew-up the announcement
at yesterday’s meeting. I have a feeling that Wang had probably gone
somewhat farther than Peiping approved at our last meeting, and he
had received instructions to back-up. However, I am very hopeful that
if you agree with me upon the “now” question that I will be able to tie
it up at Saturday’s meeting.

I do not know quite how to interpret the release of the nine. I must
confess that it came as a complete surprise to me although I have always
recognized that this was a possibility. Of course, it was designed to put
public pressure on us—they first released the flyers, now they release
the nine—probably the reaction of most people is the same that I found
even among friendly newsmen; that is, what are we now going to do.

I am impressed by the success that the Communists have had in
building up the issue of the Chinese in the United States. Last night
Wolf and de Traz of the ICRC were in to see me (I am sending a separate
memorandum of conversation), and it was quite clear that even they
thought that there was a problem with respect to Chinese departing
from the United States. I, of course, gave them the facts, but believe that
as soon as the agreed announcement is released we should do a much
better job then we have in the past of telling this story.

I presume that you are reconciled, and prepared for Wang scream-
ing loud and hard when I refuse to go on immediately to item two fol-
lowing the announcement. I hope we will be successful in our tactic but
believe we must recognize that the July 25th announcement does not
in any way imply that we would not talk about other practical matters
until all the Americans were released. In fact, if they had not released
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the flyers, I would have had from the very beginning to have talked
about that “other practical matter”. Of course the agenda proposal
which they made greatly helps and strengthens our ability to maintain
this tactic, but I see some rough seas ahead.

While it may be true that if we do not get all the Americans out
before we undertake discussion of item two, we will not be able to do
so, at the same time I am not sure it is going to be at all easy to get the
PRC to fall in with this.  most certainly do not expect any mass release
in any ten days or two weeks and think it would be wrong to base our
plans on this even being a possibility. In spite of the satisfactory nature
of the “agreed announcement” and our ability to use it to put public
pressure on them, we must recognize that “improvement of relations”
is still being maintained by them as a factor in the release of all Amer-
icans. If we too obviously stall on coming to grips with item two, they
may well get their backs up on the release of further Americans, and we
will again face another impasse. We can, of course, publicly beat them
over the head with the “agreed announcement” and will do so, but the
entire operation is not going to be easy or simple.

I will greatly appreciate all the thoughts and suggestions that you
can give me on how you visualize my handling of “what should consti-
tute item two of the agenda”. That is, do you visualize a program which
would have for its ostensible purpose the establishing of an agreement
upon the sub-points to be discussed under agenda item two? If so, how
do you visualize my formulation of our points, particularly the “no
force” point?

As soon as you have a chance to do so, I would greatly appreciate
an outline of the whole trend of our thinking on our tactics under agenda
item two. There are, of course, many difficulties in attempting just to keep
talking without asking for or giving concessions. We have a great pau-
city of subjects which can be raised without involving the interests of the
GRC. If the PRC has definite objectives, as it probably does, under item
two, it will be easy for them to seize and retain the initiative and I will be
continually on the defensive. It seems to me that it will also be difficult in
such circumstances for me to avoid being too obviously in the position
of simply stalling. I wish I could think of some positive and offensive
approach we could make, but thus far have not been able to do so.

On the whole question of renunciation of force, I believe it important
that we have a carefully thought out program. We have clearly renounced
force in Article I of our treaty with the GRC, as well as under our United
Nations obligations, but it does not seem to me at all clear that the GRC
has done so since it considers action against the mainland as an inter-
nal matter. It seems to me that the PRC is playing the present situation
very cleverly by talking softly, apparently engaging in no overt offensive
operations, while the Nationalists still continue their small-scale raids,
their reconnaissance flights and their belligerent statements. How do
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Ianswer PRC allegations that our Treaty with the GRC and the accompa-
nying exchange of notes, together with our supply and equipment to the
GRC, simply proves that we are approving and supporting the military
activities of the GRC against the mainland? Also what do I say when the
PRC quotes GRC official statements in questioning whether the GRC has
in fact accepted the principle of non-recourse to force with respect to the
mainland? Perhaps there are easy answers to these questions, but I must
confess that I do not know what they are.

When this entire question comes up, I believe we should antici-
pate the possibility of PRC proposing to us a joint declaration perhaps
something along the lines of Chou’s “five principles” or perhaps even
Article I of our Treaty with the GRC which would not in the slightest
affect their “right” to use force to “liberate” Taiwan as long as they treat
it as an internal matter. If, as I assume, we reject any joint declaration,
what are we proposing in its stead? Do we want a general unilateral
declaration on renunciation of force so worded as also to specifically
apply to the Formosa situation, and, if so, are we not asking for some-
thing which the GRC would refuse to do? Or rather than a renunciation
of force, are we looking for a de facto cease fire between the PRC and
GRC? If so, this seems to be outside the scope of these talks as clearly
something that directly involves the GRC.

All the foregoing I realize is very confused as it simply reflects my
very confused thinking which I am sharing out loud with you and know
that you will treat it as such. I will appreciate all the thoughts you can send
me, however preliminary they may be, as I would very much like to have
this thought through clearly in my own mind before I come up against it.
I am sorry that there was not sufficient time while I was in Washington
really to talk these things through. I hope that you will have an opportu-
nity thoroughly to do so with the Secretary and Walter Robertson.

Give Walter my best and tell him I am glad to know that he is back
on the job.

I would appreciate your having someone stick into an envelope
for us:

a. The Sino-Soviet Treaty,

b. Something containing Chou'’s “five principles”,

c. DRF study on the Bandung Conference, including the Chou
En-lai speech,

d. Something giving quotations by Chinese Communist leaders on
the liberation of Taiwan (We have DRF study No. 6858, “Chinese Com-
munist Views on Taiwan”, which is primarif; historical, and

e. Indochina Armistice Agreement.

With kindest regards.

Sincerely,

U. Alexis Johnson
American Ambassador
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170. Telegram 691 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 8, 1955, 10 a.m.

691. From Johnson.

Appreciate Deptel 693 and agree it puts me in very strong negoti-
ating position.

On basis Tuesday’s meeting believe better than even chance
agreement can be reached and released on Sept. 10. Only aspect that
somewhat bothers and puzzles me was Wang’s eagerness to have next
meeting on Saturday. Fear they may have something further up their
sleeve but do not know what it might be.

Am pleased backgrounder being held by Robertson. As no Amer-
ican correspondents now here except regular staffers who mostly
non-American nationality plan no backgrounder here.

Gowen

LSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-855. Secret.

171. Telegram 694 to Geneva'
Washington, September 8, 1955, 10:59 a.m.

694. For Johnson.

Departments 693. Following is text of talking paper on which Rob-
ertson plans to base his background no attribution briefing of press
September 10 if Agreed Announcement issued:

QTE The Announcement issued September 10 at Geneva by U.S.
Ambassador U. Alexis Johnson and Chinese Communist Ambassador
Wang Ping-nan relates to the repatriation of civilians who desire to
return to their respective countries. The discussions which resulted in
this Announcement required 14 meetings over a span of six weeks. The
Announcement means precisely what it says. There are no hidden or

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-855. Secret; Priority. Drafted
by McConaughy.
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ambiguous meanings to be read into it. There are no side understand-
ings or agreements whatever in relation to it.

The United States has consistently recognized in principle the right
of Chinese in this country to return to the mainland of China if they so
desire. During the Korean War, this right was temporarily suspended as
to 129 Chinese students with advanced technical training which could
be used against the United States by an enemy. The restraining orders
against this small group of Chinese (less than 3% of the Chinese stu-
dents who have come to this country since 1945) were rescinded before
the current Ambassadorial talks at Geneva began, and Chinese who
wish to depart from the United States for any destination have been
and are free to do so.

WHAT THE ANNOUNCEMENT DOES SIGNIFY

1. It commits the PRC to permit the civilians expeditiously to exer-
cise their right to return.

2. The Government of India by invitation of the U.S. Government
plays a limited role in assisting those Chinese who of their own volition
and on their own initiative approach the Indian Embassy in Washing-
ton for facilitation of their return to the China Mainland.

3. The Office of the Charge d’Affaires of the United Kingdom with
the agreement of the U.S. Government likewise plays a limited role
in assisting those Americans who approach it for facilitation of their
return to the United States.

WHAT THE ANNOUNCEMENT DOES NOT SIGNIFY

1. The Announcement does not constitute an Agreement of any
kind, governmental or otherwise. The Announcement is in the form
of two parallel and interrelated unilateral announcements, the text of
which has been mutually agreed upon. The only agreement was that
the unilateral announcements were to be made.

2. It does not accord any degree of diplomatic recognition on the
part of the U.S. Government to the Chinese Communist regime or
change in any way the U.S. position in that regard. The conversations
were conducted on the basis stated by Secretary of State Dulles at
Berlin in February 1954 when he enunciated the principle that the
U.S. Government would be prepared to deal with the Peiping author-
ities in regard to limited subjects where they are necessarily a party
at interest.

3. The Announcement does not give the People’s Republic of
China any claim to the allegiance of the Chinese in the United States.
The Announcement covers only those Chinese in the United States who
voluntarily express a desire to return to the China Mainland. The vast
preponderance of the many thousands of Chinese in this country who
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continue to give undivided allegiance to the Government of the Repub-
lic of China are in no way affected.

4. The Indian Government will not be a “Protecting Power” in
this country for the Chinese Communists. Other than the limited
assistance afforded by the Indian Government to individuals covered
by the Announcement, all Chinese interests in this country are the
responsibility of the GRC. The Indian Government, as the Announce-
ment makes clear, is assuming its function at the invitation of the Gov-
ernment of the United States. Its role will be limited to facilitating the
travel to Mainland China of those Chinese who communicate with the
Indian Embassy in Washington in reference to their desire to return to
Mainland China. The Indian Embassy will not be expected to make
any inquiries with reference to Chinese who do not first communicate
with it.

5. The discussions so far have been devoted exclusively to the
return of civilians. UNQTE

Hoover

172. Telegram 695 to Geneva'

Washington, September 8, 1955, 5:35 p.m.

695. For Johnson.

Re “List of US Armed Forces Personnel Believed Held by the
Chinese Communists”, Defense Prisoner Officer advises case summa-
ries therein of Ashley, Ishida, Olsen, Shaddick, and Turner contain clas-
sified information. Pouching revised case summaries, to be substituted
for originals in your copy of roster. Return original summaries these
five cases to Department for destruction.

Hoover

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-855. Confidential. Drafted by
Osborn.
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173. Telegram 696 to Geneva'

Washington, September 8, 1955, 6:01 p.m.

696. For Johnson. Department’s 678.

Immigration Naturalization Service reports 90 Chinese left
Honolulu for Far East between July 11 August 31 inclusive. Total
departures given next to last paragraph should be changed to 173.

Hoover

1 Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-455. Confidential; Priority.
Drafted by Osborn.

174. Telegram 555 to New Delhi'

Washington, September 8, 1955, 7:40 p.m.

555. Your 333. Request Embassy reply to Ministry of External
Affairs note of August 18 along following lines:

QTE American Embassy has honor to acknowledge the receipt of
MEA’s Note of August 18 and to assure it that the position of the Indian
Government as set forth therein is appreciated and will be respected in
any arrangement which the U.S. Government may make. The Indian
Government will be promptly informed of any such arrangement.

Hoover

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/8-1855. Secret; Priority. Drafted
by McConaughy; cleared by Phleger, Sebald, and in substance by Robertson. Repeated to
Geneva for Johnson as telegram 702.
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175. Telegram 700 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 9, 1955, noon

700. From Johnson.

With reference Deptel 694 know Dept appreciates more we depre-
cate announcement and more we emphasize what it is not, less value
it has in obtaining release remaining Americans. I fear that whatever
we say for background, headlines are inevitably going be “agreement”.

While minor point believe amendment first section numbered para
one under “what announcement does signify” to read “PRC commits
itself to permit etc” would be more consistent with our overall position.
Believe press will be quick pick at points two and three same section
and that New Delhi will put out contradictory interpretation. Do not
see we weaken our position and believe we help avoid foregoing diffi-
culties if we simply state fact PRC suggested India, we concurred and
have extended invitation. PRC has concurred in UK having same role
on mainland China.

Particularly in view large amount press speculation on subject,
possible Wang will raise agenda item two issue at tomorrow’s meeting
by proposing we tell press next meeting will start on item two or some-
thing to effect we have concluded discussion agenda item one. I will
of course reject but will attempt handle by minimizing issue at Satur-
day’s meeting so as not jeopardize issuance announcement suggest-
ing we postpone discussion to next meeting and in addition “agreed
announcement” and info on Americans released, only tell press time
next meeting. In reply any press inquiries this point will only say have
nothing to add to press release.

Will do best obtain 3 pm release time but Wang may want earlier
hour as that about midnight Peiping time. As meeting will undoubtedly
finish before opening Dept will place telephone call to McConaughy
home for immediately following meeting in addition to Niact telegram.

Gowen

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-955. Secret; Priority.
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176. Telegram Unnumbered to Hagerty in Denver'

Washington, September 9, 1955, 7:30 p.m.

Text and substance of background press material on prospective
Geneva announcement has been changed. I will brief US press in this
sense, not Robertson. Other arrangements stand. New guidance text
follows:

The Announcement issued September 10 at Geneva by US Ambas-
sador U. Alexis Johnson and Chinese Communist Ambassador Wang
Ping-nan relates to the repatriation of civilians who desire to return
to their respective countries. The discussions which resulted in this
Announcement required 14 meetings over a span of six weeks. The
Announcement means precisely what it says. There are no hidden or
ambiguous meanings to be read into it. There are no side understand-
ings or agreements whatever in relation to it.

THE ANNOUNCEMENT COVERS THE FOLLOWING:

1. People’s Republic of China recognizes that Americans on the
Chinese Mainland who desire to return to the US may do so and com-
mits itself to permit them expeditiously to exercise their right to return.

2. The Office of the Charge d’Affaires of the UK, at the request of
the US Government and with the concurrence of the PRC, will assist
those Americans who request its aid in facilitating their return to the
United States.

3. The Government of the United States reaffirms the right of Chi-
nese in the United States who wish to return to the China Mainland, to
do so. The Government of India by invitation of the US Government
will aid those Chinese who voluntarily ask the Indian Embassy in
Washington for facilitation of their return to the China Mainland. The
PRC suggested India and the United States concurred.

The United States has consistently recognized in principle the right
of Chinese in this country to return to the mainland of China if they so
desire. During the Korean War, this right was temporarily suspended
as to 129 Chinese students with advanced technical training which
could be used against the United States by an enemy. The restrain-
ing orders against this small group of Chinese (less than 3 percent of
the Chinese students who have come to this country since 1945) were
rescinded some time before the current Ambassadorial talks at Geneva

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-955. Confidential. Drafted by
Suydam.
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began, and Chinese who wish to depart from the United States for any
destination have been and are free to do so.

The Announcement does not constitute an Agreement, govern-
mental or otherwise, but is in the form of parallel unilateral statements.

The Announcement does not accord any degree of diplomatic rec-
ognition on the part of the US Government to the Chinese Commu-
nist regime or change the US position in that regard. The conversations
were conducted on the basis indicated by Secretary of State Dulles at
Berlin in February 1954 when he stated that the US Government would
be prepared to deal with the Peiping authorities in regard to limited
subjects where they are necessarily a party at interest.

The Announcement does not give the People’s Republic of China
any claim to the allegiance of the Chinese in the United States and cov-
ers only those Chinese in the US who voluntarily express a desire to
return to the China Mainland.

The Indian Government will not be a QUOTE Protecting Power
END QUOTE in this country for the Chinese Communists but will afford
limited assistance to individuals as provided in the Announcement.

Henry Suydam
Chief, News Division

177. Telegram 705 to Geneva'

Washington, September 9, 1955, 7:39 p.m.

705. For Johnson.

Your 700. Following is text of revised press background talking
paper. Now planned for Suydam rather than Robertson meet with
Press September 10.

Code room: Please repeat Department’s Tel. omitting
first paragraph and submitting the above paragraph.

Hoover

1 Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-955. Confidential; Priority.
Drafted by McConaughy; cleared by Robertson.
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178. Letter 12 from McConaughy to Johnson'

Letter No. 12 Washington, September 9, 1955
Dear Alex:

Events are moving so fast that this letter is sure to be out of date
when you receive it. Either the Agreed Announcement will be issued
tomorrow, or the Chinese Communists will make some new move
which will change the complexion of the negotiation.

Today we have the difficult task of making complete preparations
for the possible issuance of the Agreed Announcement tomorrow,
while keeping everything on an extremely closely held, need-to-know
basis. There is strong pressure from Cooper in New Delhi and Butter-
worth in London to be given the full story to date. Also USIA feels that
the VOA and their Public Affairs officers around the world need to be
given guidance in advance on a secret basis, so that they will not be
caught flat-footed if and when the story breaks. But the Department
is resisting these pressures because it is strongly felt by both Walter
Robertson and Herman Phleger that any leak which might expose an
assumption on our part that agreement on Saturday is likely or indicate
that we put a quite limited interpretation on the scope and significance
of the Agreed Announcement, might well endanger both the prospects
of the 28 Americans in jail and the continuation of the talks. When the
stakes are so high, not even a remote chance of a slip can be taken.
Hence we are prepared to incur the displeasure for the time being of
various people who understandably feel they have a legitimate right
to know more than they are being told. Nothing is now being sent to
London, nothing to New Delhi (except the routine acknowledgment
of the Indian Government’s Note of August 18, repeated to you as the
Department’s 702), and no advanced guidance is being given to USIA
or our P area. The text of the proposed Agreed Announcement and the
backgrounder talking paper have been sent to Hagerty at Denver.

We have a carefully blocked out schedule of actions to be taken
tomorrow if the Agreed Announcement is issued. The whole thing
would be triggered by a green light from you.

In case the Agreed Announcement is issued tomorrow, both WSR
and HP feel that you can keep Wang fully occupied for some time
in talking about the implementation of the Agreement. You should
endeavor to keep him so busy reporting on the progress of the departure
of Americans and telling him about the Chinese who wish to return to

! Source: Department of State, Geneva Talks Files, Lot 72D415. Secret;
Official-Informal.
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the Mainland that he will be in no position to press for immediate dis-
cussion of the topics which might be considered under Item Two. We
will want to know for example how and where the Chinese Commu-
nists have given publicity to the announcement; the nature of arrange-
ments for the imprisoned Americans to communicate with the British
Charge in Peiping; the nature of the financial settlement requested of
Miner; the status of the exit applications of Mrs. Huizer and Bishop
Walsh; the whereabouts of the jailed Americans; the movements of
Americans following the issuance of the announcement; their various
ETA’s at the Hong Kong border; arrangements for the British Embassy
to “investigate the facts”, and to make representation as necessary; etc.
Of course we will expect to send you information about the arrange-
ments for the fulfillment of the Indian Embassy role in this country
too, although we will be careful not to bring up anything concerning
Chinese who have not taken the initiative to return to the Mainland.
The idea is for you to keep Wang so engaged in demonstrating that the
Chinese Communists are making good on their obligations under the
Agreed Announcement that they cannot yet get you involved in Item
Two. For the time being you should refuse to get engaged in any discus-
sion of what topics might be acceptable for discussion under Item Two.

Your Letter No. 6 of August 31 arrived September 6 and was illu-
minating and useful to all of us who are working with you. Everybody
feels that you have done notably well in bringing Wang to the brink
of agreement without sacrificing anything essential. I hope our 693
strengthened your hand and allayed some of your misgivings.

You will be glad to know that WSR returned to duty on Tuesday
the 6th looking very well and rested. He plunged into your problems
immediately and of course is actively in on every decision and message.

We are in an extremely bad way in CA, with no replacements yet
for Clough or Forman, with Joe Nagoski (who has been doing the leg
work on Geneva matters) down with an ailment variously diagnosed
as stomach ulcers and malaria, and with Steve Comisky suffering
from asthma. We hope to get some reinforcements and I would not
think of asking you to give up either Ralph or Doug, with a very diffi-
cult stage of the discussions now looming on the horizon.

Regards, accolades and good wishes from all of us,
Sincerely,

Walter P. McConaughy
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179. Telegram 708 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 10, 1955, 5 p.m.

708. From Johnson.
At today’s meeting Wang struggled hard to retain “now” in US
section trying various combinations and at one time even suggesting

both “now” and “in any such case” be retained US section while both
deleted from CHICOM section.

Also tried hard to insert “the problem of” or “the question of” before
“Chinese” in introductory paragraph US section same change Mutatis
Mutandis in CHICOM section so it would read “with respect to the prob-
lem of Chinese in US Ambassador Johnson etc.” Finally compromised by
leaving agreed English text as is Chinese text to contain phrase this effect.
Ekvall and Clough feel he had valid Chinese Stylistic point.

At very end meeting said names of additional Americans released
in future would be notified to US through UK. I then replied I hoped
in accordance with announcement other cases would be expeditiously
handled and settled that during course of talks here he would inform
me as well as UK of names those released and said I would be prepared
report to him on our implementation statement. He carefully ignored
all reference to making any report here simply reiterating UK Charge
would be notified. Neither of us attempted further to pursue subject.

Next meeting September 14.

Gowen
Note: Passed USUN 9/10/55 1:15 p.m. JRL.

LSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93 /9-1055. Confidential; Priority.

180. Telegram 709 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 10, 1955, 7 p.m.

709. From Johnson.

At 14th meeting today, after trying to get Wang to speak, I opened
by stating there was little I could add to what I said last time regarding

LSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-1055. Confidential.
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the inclusion of two phrases in text agreed announcement: “now”
in paragraphs one and “in any such case” in paragraphs 2 (A). I had
explained importance we attached to inclusion these two phrases in
text agreed announcement. I had hoped Wang would agree with me on
this text and that we could issue it today.

Wang replied he also wanted agree on text of agreement very
quickly. Two sides had identical opinion regarding major portion text
and it only remained to resolve two points of wording I had mentioned.
He continued both sides had mutually discussed text statement for
long time and each had put forward amendments in order make state-
ment consistent with actual situation and to facilitate return nationals
by this agreement. We should not at this final stage get into argument
preventing agreement.

Wang said regarding “now” in their part of statement, any words
must be consistent actual situation, therefore, not acceptable include
“now” in his part. In past years great numbers Americans returned
from China, indicating civilians always able return. Therefore, not rea-
sonable at final stage discussions insist “now” should be included his
part. If failed reach agreement on this point he did not see how they
could agree at all. They would consider carefully anything reasonable
but, as they indicated during course of talks, anything not consistent
with facts was not acceptable his side.

I said I understood him to say now only two points outstanding
were these two phrases, and he agreed. I stated I was prepared make
suggestion I hoped he would take. I willing delete “now” in both his
section and my section of statements.

Wang insisted word should be deleted his section and included
our section and this more reasonable and appropriate because this
was merely statement of fact affecting nationals both sides. In past
Chinese had no restrictions on departure American nationals and
overwhelming majority returned US. Those who remained were very
small handful. However, in America restrictions prevented return
Chinese students. He appreciated these restrictions now withdrawn.
However, to satisfy public on this point and show difference two situ-
ations it was important have word “now” in American section. There
were restrictions on Chinese students before, now they have been
raised and thus a change has been made. Status of nationals on two
sides different so two sections announcement should also reflect this
different status our nationals in past.

I replied I did not intend engage in long discussion, but if we intro-
duced idea our two sections in announcement should be different, this
opened up entirely new field and we would have to reconsider word-
ing whole paragraph. For instance, I had accepted “and will further
adopt” in paragraph one which I did not think necessary, but included
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in order have same wording as his section. We would have to make this
and other changes if two sections not identical. I said I must make clear
that suggestion I made was maximum effort our part reach agreement
and issue announcement. I entirely unable accept his suggestion “now”
remain in our section and be deleted from his. I made my suggestion
only on condition that rest of text remained exactly the same and on
that basis we could issue announcement today.

Wang replied he also wanted promptly settle this question. He
said inclusion phrase “and will further adopt” in order to make two
paragraphs identical was reasonable and necessary. This phrase was
same in both sections because reason for it was same. It indicated that
in future if nationals two countries encountered difficulties, govern-
ments would assist them in departing. If this phrase were deleted gov-
ernments would not have to help nationals encountering difficulties
in future. He said he failed to see why not appropriate retain “now” in
only our paragraph.

I replied I understood he rejected my suggestion regarding dele-
tion “now”.

Wang smiled and said my suggestion resolved only half of problem.

I said I had made very clear I could not consider making this dif-
ference between two sections and suggested we agree on basis my sug-
gestion which I believed met both points of view.

Wang said we had raised two points of difference and that he would
be willing consider deletion “in any such case” from both sections if we
would consider his proposal regarding “now”. He believed meaning of
paragraph 2 (A) sufficiently clear without inclusion “in any such case”.

I said my suggestion regarding deletion “now” was based under-
standing remainder text would remain unchanged. I had met his objec-
tion word “now” and believed text should be issued with that change.
He might consider phrase “in any such case” unnecessary, but he said
it was consistent with rest of paragraph and because consistent, and
in order paragraph remain clear, I insisted that it must be included. I
said that at last meeting he did not object to principle behind “in any
such case”; thus after six weeks discussions we came down to one word
“now” and I had made suggestion it be deleted. I could see no reason
further discussion or delay agreement on text.

Wang said from outset they had wanted reach agreement. Then
suggested further compromise in which he would delete both “now”
and “in any such case” from his section and we would retain both in
ours. Thus desires both sides would be met and each would meet point
raised by other. Thus they had given consideration my suggestion.

I said this introduced even greater differences in two paragraphs
and as soon as we did this we would encounter whole new host of
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problems. Actually only difference between us was the word “now” in
our section. I was entirely willing leave word in both sections or take
out of both sections and I left choice up to him.

Wang said we could also delete “in any such case” from both sec-
tions, but I insisted it must be retained. Wang then repeated his earlier
arguments and continued maintain his proposals were reasonable.

I said Americans to leave China all required obtain exit permits
whereas in US no exit permits required and thousands Chinese able
freely depart except group 120-odd whose restriction orders have
since been withdrawn. It would be extremely difficult try to reflect all
these facts in single sentence. I did not see any purpose in trying to
cover again all ground we had been over. I made suggestion quickly
this morning with idea it would enable us quickly reach agreement on
announcement. Wang said we will reach agreement if we are both will-
ing to do so. He suggested although his earlier proposal very reason-
able, he now willing consider deletion both phrases “now” and “in any
such case” from both sections. Thus both sections identical and he had
made substantial compromise.

I rejected his suggestion saying at beginning of meeting I had sug-
gested deletion “now” on understanding remainder statement would
remain unchanged and I could not agree deletion phrase “in any such
case” from our section.

Wang said my side might be satisfied but that his was not and
no purpose served continue argument. Main point was he wanted
announcement reflect exact situation as it was and solve question
return civilians. Under these circumstances, although he not satisfied
with two points I had raised, he would make greatest effort we could
expect of him and delete “now” in both sections and retain “in any
such case” in both. He said he could not go any further to meet my
request.

I accepted his proposal and asked whether remainder of text
would be same as my draft text of September 6. We exchanged texts
and after checking, he raised question why I had deleted word “respec-
tive” before “governments” in introductory paragraph.

I explained it deleted in order make smoother English text and not
to change meaning in any way. Following some discussion I agreed to
include it.

Wang then said in second paragraph Chinese text he had words
“the question of” preceding “Chinese”. I remarked that if we said “with
respect to the question of Chinese” instead of “with respect to Chinese”
it involved some difference in substance.
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Wang explained it was necessary to use this wording in Chinese
because we were not discussing all the tens of thousands of Chinese in
the US but only the question of those who desired to return.

I said it was very clear as it stood, and addition of this phrase
introduced new ideas. It was very clear from introductory paragraph
we were discussing “measures” taken by respective governments and
obviously remainder announcement referred to these measures. If we
introduced word “problem” or “question” it would break-up central
thought which was “measures” taken by governments.

Wang asked if we agreed inclusion “the question of” in Chinese
text and leave English text as it was. I agreed. He then asked if title for
announcement could be made to read: “Agreed Announcement of the
Ambassadors of the USA and the PRC”. Our title “Agreed Announce-
ment” was very simple and not very formal.

I objected that such a change made title longer and said there was
virtue in simplicity. Full subject was already stated in opening para-
graph. However, after some discussion I agreed to use full title as given
in Chinese text.

At Wang’'s request I initialed changes inked in on carbon copy Sep-
tember 6 draft and he furnished me with clean copy Chinese announce-
ment. He then said, “have we reached formal agreement?”

I replied “we have now agreed to release the announcement”.

Wang asked if we could release it simultaneously at 5 pm Geneva
time, as that was most convenient for Peiping. I said I was prepared
agree earlier hour but 5 pm acceptable.

Wang then read from a prepared statement. He said he was glad we
had finally reached agreement at our 14th meeting after long discussion.
In accordance with his earlier statements he wished to advise me of the
results of the reviews of cases of Americans who had committed crimes:
first, his government had decided upon the early release prior to com-
pletion of terms of their sentences of three Americans: Harold W. Rigney,
Walter A. Rickett, Levi A. Lovegren. Second, following seven Ameri-
cans would be deported: Lawrence Robert Buol, Frederick D. Gordon,
Joseph Eugene Hyde, James Gerald Joyce, Dilmus T. Kanady, Dorothy
Middleton, Sarah Perkins. These 10 Americans who had violated laws of
China would be deported to Hong Kong within a few days.

He continued that, with respect to other American civilians, cases
would be individually reviewed in consideration of agreed announce-
ment and with regard to crimes committed by each one. We would be
advised from time to time of results these reviews through office of
Charge d’Affaires of UK in China.

I thanked him for this information and said I hoped in accordance
with announcement other cases would be expeditiously handled and
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settled. I hoped that in addition to informing Charge of UK, Wang
would also inform me here during course of our talks.

He replied they were prepared inform us through UK. He added
he hoped US Government would help Chinese in US overcome diffi-
culties and depart.

I said I prepared tell him at these meetings steps we took to imple-
ment announcement.

He replied he happy agreement completed and they were prepared
faithfully to implement. He hoped from now on nationals of both sides
would in fact enjoy right of return to their homelands.

After close meeting he fervently shook my hand while expressing
pleasure we had reached agreement.

Gowen

181. Telegram 715 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 12, 1955, 4 p.m.

715. From Johnson.

Request names and other information Americans imprisoned
Communist China from whom no letters received, no acknowledg-
ment packages delivered, and no other data on health or whereabouts.
Believe if I am able cite specific cases indicating failure Communists
provide even these most elementary facts despite their promises of
year ago, I will have additional argument support my requests com-
plete information Americans still imprisoned and press for their right
to communicate and their early release.

Latest material here obtained Hong Kong Despatch 141 and
Deptel 705, February 25.

Gowen

1 Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.95A251/9-1255. Confidential;
Priority.
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182. Circular Telegram 163’

Washington, September 12, 1955

163. Sent to: All American Diplomatic and Consular Posts.
For personal attention Chief of Mission from the Secretary.

Reports indicate widespread erroneous impression abroad that
Ambassadorial talks Geneva signify relaxation US opposition recogni-
tion or UN seating Communist China. US continues oppose recognition
Communist China. US recognizes and supports Government Republic
of China for reasons set forth CA 7316 of April 23.

Continued Communist military buildup South China coastal area
and direct and indirect support of threat of force and subversion against
Governments of Korea, Vietnam and Laos are serious unsettling factors
in general Far Eastern situation.

Hoover

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-1255. Official Use Only.
Drafted by McConaughy and Osborn; cleared by Sebald, Robertson, and in draft by
Phleger. Approved in draft by Dulles on September 1 for release when the Agreed
Announcement was issued at Geneva. The time of transmission is illegible.

183. Letter 13 from McConaughy to Johnson'

Letter No. 13 Washington, September 12, 1955
Dear Alex:

Congratulations on your achievement in bringing off the Agreed
Announcement in a form so acceptable to us. It was a masterly piece
of negotiation on your part. Everyone working on the subject here
is full of praise for you. The imprisoned Americans and their rela-
tives will certainly feel that they are permanently indebted to you. It
is an accomplishment in which you can justly take an immense satis-
faction. I wanted to tell you this over the phone on Saturday, but as
you no doubt understood, we felt that if the conversation were being

! Source: Department of State, Geneva Talks Files, Lot 72D415. Secret;
Official-Informal.
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monitored we would not want the extent of our elation to be clearly
apparent.

Friday and Saturday were days of furious activity. The stage was
all set by the close of business on Friday. We were concerned by the
extent of the press leaks here which we feared might actually jeopar-
dize the issuance of the Agreed Announcement. John Hightower of
the A.P. had practically the entire story on the ticker at noon on Fri-
day. He obviously had been in touch with someone who had read all
or virtually all of the telegrams. We are baffled and troubled by these
leaks. We are taking steps to reduce the distribution of the telegrams
to and from you. They have had entirely too wide distribution, up to
now having gone not only all over the Department but all over the
Government. Henceforth I would recommend that you mark all of
your telegrams other than completely non-sensitive routine factual
ones “limited distribution”.

Suydam’s background briefing of the press went well. The points
were effectively made and registered with the correspondents. Not all
of the accounts reflected this briefing but a number of influential papers
carried accounts which did.

We are meeting at 11:45 to consider instructions for your next meet-
ing on Wednesday. This undoubtedly will be a tough one, as will suc-
ceeding ones. I doubt if Wang actually expects to get much if anything
in the way of real substantive gains under Item Two from these Ambas-
sadorial talks, but he undoubtedly is going to press very forcefully for
immediate entry into Item Two. He will try hard to raise a number of
subjects which are high on their priority list. He will want to get his
debating points in the record and he will want to lay the groundwork
for urging a later meeting at a still higher level.

The disposition here still is to refuse to enter into any discus-
sions even of the topics which might be suitable for consideration
under Item Two until all the Americans are out. As set forth in my
last letter, it is the view that there is ample grist for the mill on the
implementation of Item One, for the Wednesday meeting and the one
after that. We will supply you with more information on the steps we
have taken both as to publicity for the Agreed Announcement, mea-
sures to assist the Indian Government in discharging its function, and
the movements of Chinese who have manifested a desire to return.
It is true that it takes two to carry on a discussion and if Wang is
absolutely adamant in refusing to say or listen to anything more on
Item One, we would be face to face with an impasse. How to avoid
a possible breakdown of the discussions if he takes an absolute rigid
negative position is a poser. We hope it will not come to this. We are
relying heavily on your negotiating skill; on a probable Communist
analysis that it is not in their interest to take an absolute intransigent
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position at this stage which might lead to a rupture; and on the Good
Lord.

Good wishes and assurances of every support we can extend you.
We know you will need both.

Sincerely,
Walter P. McConaughy

PS. Enclosed is a document on Charles Miner’s difficulties at
Shanghai, which was left with me on September 9 by Mort Rosen. This
is for your background information. I do not know that you will want
to get down to such details as this in the talks, but you are free to use it
in your discretion in any way you wish.

Enclosure: Memorandum re Charles Minor.

184. Telegram 713 to Geneva'

Washington, September 13, 1955, 4:54 p.m.

713. For Johnson. Your 715.

Following are detained Americans from whom so far as we aware
no mail been received in United States despite assurances June 10 1954
Communists would arrange for exchange mail through Red Cross:

Dr. Bradshaw

Clifford

Proulx

Redmond.

FYI Defense affirms Downey Fecteau been heard from END FYL.

Despite many US requests through Geneva contact no spe-
cific information as to health these persons. Red Cross parcels been
addressed to all these persons but no acknowledgment from them. No
response to US Red Cross request that Chinese Communist Red Cross
confirm delivery other than perfunctory reply “packages delivered to
proper department” from Communist Red Cross.

No pertinent information above persons subsequent to material
you have.

Hoover

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-1255. Confidential; Priority.
Drafted by Osborn; cleared by Glover (SCS) in substance and Robertson.
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185. Telegram 717 to Geneva'

Washington, September 13, 1955, 7:41 p.m.

717. For Johnson.
Instructions for September 14 meeting.
1. Basic position remains as stated second paragraph Deptel 677.

2. While discussion concerning Item Two should be postponed if
possible until Item 1 completed and in any event should not be engaged
in until it clear Agreed Announcement initiated good faith, important
bear in mind necessity avoiding breakdown talks.

3. It appears to us here that avoidance Item II topics can best be
accomplished by taking positive position that urgent necessity exists
for detailing numerous steps called for on both sides in implementa-
tion Agreed Announcement. Progress in effectuating Item 1 necessary
preparation discussion Item 2.

4. You may make extensive statement on US implementation
responsibilities it has assumed under its announcement. You will be
given enumeration of US steps by separate telegram.

5. You should call for corresponding detailed account steps taken
by PRC fulfill its responsibilities. This might include report on invita-
tion office of UK Charge, listing measures facilitate contact American
citizens with him, itemization steps taken assure widespread publicity
for Announcement in places where it will become known to all detained
Americans, whereabouts all Americans who wish to leave, welfare jailed
Americans, progress 9 Americans already granted exit permits, status 3
other Americans not in jail who do not yet have exit permits, and move-
ments and approved travel routes Americans enroute out of country or
preparing depart.

6. There is no objection to a recess if desired by Wang, in which case
it should be by agreed announcement.

7.1f Wang endeavors obtain priority for his proposed Item Two top-
ics by prematurely presenting a list to you at next meeting you should
counter by telling him that you have Item Two topic in your pocket
also (FYI missing American servicemen), but you are not presenting it
yet because time is not yet ripe and same restraint expected from him.

8. Meetings should not be oftener than twice a week.

Hoover

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-1355. Secret; Niact; Limited
Distribution. Drafted by McConaughy; cleared by Sebald, Phleger, and Hoover.
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186. Telegram 718 to Geneva'

Washington, September 13, 1955, 7:42 p.m.

718. For Johnson.

Our 717 paragraph 4.

Following is enumeration of US steps in implementation Agreed
Announcement.

1. On September 11 Indian Ministry External Affairs informed of
Agreed Announcement by American Embassy New Delhi and for-
mally invited assume described role. Indian Ambassador Washington
informed September 10.

2. Official press release quoting Agreed Announcement issued by
Department 1:00 PM EDT September 10. Press corps Washington spe-
cially assembled receive announcement and explanation thereof same
hour.

3. Announcement carried in full by all major US wire services
including AP, UP, and INS.

4. Announcement constituted leading news item September 11
papers all over US. Circulation American papers Sunday far greater
than any other morning of week. Announcement prominently carried
US Sunday newspapers numbering nearly 500 with circulation of over
45 million. Verbatim text announcement carried in major newspapers.
Substantially all Monday newspapers, numbering over 1,860, with cir-
culation of over 54 million, also gave wide publicity to announcement.
See Deptel 714 for further particulars on US press coverage.

5. Agreed Announcement prominently carried all nation wide
radio news broadcasts evening Saturday September 10 and all day Sep-
tember 11. Announcement also prominently featured television news
programs September 10 and 11.

6. It has been specifically verified that announcement was promi-
nently carried all newspapers in all US cities containing large Chinese
population, namely New York, San Francisco, Chicago, Washington
and Boston. Announcement obtained wide coverage in US areas where
Chinese students chiefly concentrated, namely Pacific Coast, Mid West,
and New England.

7. The Immigration and Naturalization Service, Department of Jus-
tice, has been specifically apprised of the Announcement and arrange-
ments made for district directors of all I & NS districts throughout the

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-1355. Confidential; Niact.
Drafted by McConaughy and Henderson (FE/P).
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US be informed of Announcement and of the right of Chinese who
express desire return mainland China to communicate with Indian
Embassy if they wish to do so.

8. The Indian Government of course is aware that it is always free
disseminate any type public information it may desire in US including
full information concerning its function under Agreed Announcement,
without reference to US Government.

Hoover

187. Telegram 722 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 14, 1955, 1 p.m.

722. From Johnson.

1) I opened this morning’s meeting with a prepared statement
along lines of Deptel 718 closing with hope Wang would give me simi-
lar detailed information on implementation announcement. He replied
with some general statements that wide publicity given in China and
proposed US “present official text agreed announcement to UK” and
they would do likewise with India “which would complete official pro-
cedures after which PRC would formally notify UK Charge in Peking”.

2) I replied by asking series questions on method whereby Amer-
icans in China unable to read Chinese would obtain information on
announcement, how those in jail would be informed, facilities for those
in jail communicate with UK Charge (particularly concerned this point
as still 4 persons in jail from whom no letters whatsoever received),
arrangements for UK Charge interview Americans in jail when in
accordance announcement US desires facts be investigated, meaning
“prescribed period” within which Fathers Gordon, Hyde and Joyce
ordered to leave, date and time 10 Americans notified last meeting will
arrive Hong Kong, and specific information on health and welfare each
American in jail not yet released.

3) Wang replied full text announcement would be carried in English
language publications in PRC, those in jail would have announcement
translated and read to them. Did not reply on freedom prisoners com-
municate with UK Charge, said investigations by Charge would be “in
accordance with terms of announcement”, would subsequently inform

LSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-1455. Confidential; Niact.
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me of anticipated dates of arrival Hong Kong released Americans and
on health and welfare those still imprisoned. He then returned to his
proposal formal text announcement be given UK by US and India by
PRC. PRC will then give full information to UK on their responsibilities
“entrusted” to them by US.

4) He then asked my assent to his speaking, on which I indicated
I had nothing further to say this morning and indicated no objection.
He then pulled out and read a long prepared statement to effect now
that “agreement” reached on item 1 should turn to item 2 under which
desired raise two points: US economic blockade and embargo and
preparation for “negotiations at a higher level on easing and elimina-
tion of tensions in the Taiwan area”. Also asked what I thought should
be discussed under item 2.

5) At close his statement I said I had “noted it” and stated that I
also had matters which I wished to discuss under item 2 “at the proper
time” but felt it was premature. “I cannot consider item 1 finally dis-
posed of until all Americans in PRC who desire return are able to do
so.” “Agreed announcement represented advance but way in which
carried out cannot but help influence atmosphere in which discussion
item 2 carried on.” Hoped we could quickly get to item 2.

6) Wang apparently surprised and not prepared for my position
which he characterized as very strange and regrettable. In much incon-
clusive give and take along these lines, I pointed out item 1 could have
been quickly and completely resolved if they had permitted all Americans
return but 19 Americans still detained, etc. In reply specific question as to
when I would consider it “proper time” proceed item 2, I stated “when it
is clear the terms agreed announcement being faithfully implemented.”

7) At end of meeting when usual question arose as to what to say to
press, he said “I will inform press of the two items I have raised and you
are free to tell them what you wish”. I misunderstood and interpreted his
statement as meaning only that he was going to tell the press we had dis-
cussed agenda items 1 and 2, and replied that I was going to inform press
simply that we had exchanged information on implementation agreed
announcement. On comparing notes my advisors after meeting I am
now clear that what he meant was that he was going to inform press two
subjects raised his prepared statement this morning which he has done.
Regret I did not realize this was his intention or I would have protested
as contrary spirit our agreement on private nature talks.

8) Next meeting Tuesday, September 20.

Gowen

Note: Mr. Waddell’s office (FE) notified 9/14/55 10:53 a.m. EMB (CWO)
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188. Telegram 724 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 14, 1955, 6 p.m.

724. From Johnson.
Comments today’s meeting:

1. There was no practicable way I could prevent Wang making his
statement on item two this morning’s meeting.

2. While as stated para 7 Mytel 722 regret that because misun-
derstood I did not protest Wang’s unilateral public statement on item
two, am convinced he was under instructions and determined do so
in any event and my protest would not have been effective except for
record. Believe final result may have been useful as it enabled me make
statement here and thus serve publicly clarify issue upon which there
have been many conflicting press reports and much misunderstanding.
In view all circumstances would not plan directly raise issue during
course next meeting but at close meeting when usual question of what
press will be told arises will debate to extent seems necessary issue of
private nature of talks.

3. Also quite clear at this morning’s meeting that in spite precise
wording agreed announcement Wang still attempting maintain posi-
tion India to be “invited” by PRC to which U.S. has agreed, same posi-
tion mutatis mutandis with respect UK. I had made it very clear in
my opening prepared statement we had already “invited” India and
expected they would do same with respect UK, and since he was not
too well prepared on subject, I deliberately did not pursue debate with
thought would wait and see what PRC in fact does this regard by next
meeting and, if not accordance terms agreed announcement, would be
useful subject next meeting.

4. Wang’s attitude at today’s meeting was that of entire willingness
exchange information on implementation agreed announcement but at
same time inability see reason we should not also proceed with discus-
sion item two.

5. He will undoubtedly have strong prepared statement on entire
subject at next meeting and it will be important I be well prepared to
counter. I can again as I did today keep him engaged for period on
implementation agreed announcement but this does not stop him from
raising issue between us on timing discussion item two.

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-1455. Secret; Priority; Limited
Distribution.



1955 247

6. Will submit recommendation on tactics for next meeting in sub-
sequent message.

Gowen
Note: Mr. Waddell (FE) notified 9/14/55 5:30 p.m. EH

189. Telegram 725 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 14, 1955, 9 p.m.

725. From Johnson.

1. At 15th meeting today which lasted one and half hours, I opened
with prepared statement saying that as I had told him last meeting,
I was prepared fully report exact steps my government had taken to
implement agreed announcement. I made very detailed statement
including following points: official press release giving full text issued
by Department September 10 and Washington press corps especially
invited to receive it. Full text carried all major US wire services which
serve virtually all daily newspapers in US. It constituted leading news
item September 11 when circulation Sunday papers far greater than any
other morning of week and I gave circulation figures. Stated announce-
ment carried in radio and television programs two days. Verified that
announcement given wide coverage cities with large Chinese popula-
tions and areas where Chinese students chiefly concentrated. Indian
Ambassador Washington informed Saturday and in Delhi Sunday GOI
informed and invited assume functions set forth in announcement.
Arrangements made Immigration and Naturalization Service inform
district directors rights Chinese desiring return. Concluded by saying
hoped he able give me similar detailed information steps taken his gov-
ernment to implement statements in agreed announcement. I added
correction in my statement September 6 that 83 Chinese have departed
US between July 11 and August 31. Actually additional 90 Chinese
departed from Hawaii making total 73. Had no way of knowing how
many of these people intended proceed China mainland.

2. Wang replied he noted my statement regarding dissemination
agreed announcement and that full text published all newspapers in US.
Said large circulation showed general public also greatly interested in

LSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-1455. Confidential; Priority;
Limited Distribution.
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talks here. He too had paid attention to articles carried American press
and found a number of newspaper comments on announcement which
were not appropriate. For instance, some said PRC invited UK to take
care of American nationals in China. This did not correctly reflect agree-
ment because PRC agreed UK would be invited to implement a portion
of agreement. Wang said he wished inform me full text carried all media
throughout China at specified time agreed upon and given prominent
headlines all newspapers so he believed all people could learn of news
and read announcements; radio stations broadcast full text in Chinese
and English.

3. Wang then proposed US Government present official text of
agreed announcement to UK and he would present same to GOI thus
completing official procedures regarding invitation of third powers.
After these official procedures concluded his government would for-
mally notify UK Charge in Peking.

4. I replied I noted his statement on publication announcement in
Chinese press and radio. I asked how it would be brought to atten-
tion of Americans many of whom do not understand Chinese. Was
there any English language newspaper which Americans read? Also
since Americans in jail do not have access to normal media of com-
munication, by what means would they be informed of terms agreed
announcement? We had informed GOI and invited it in accordance
with terms announcement to assume its functions in US. Apart from
whatever action we may take with reference to UK, I was interested to
know action his government had taken to invite UK perform its func-
tions under agreed announcement. I requested information on steps
taken to inform Americans in jail and permit them to communicate
freely with UK Charge. I particularly concerned on this point because I
understood during meetings last year that he had agreed all Americans
in jail would be permitted send and receive letters. However, still four
injail from whom no letters whatsoever received. I found it hard believe
persons incarcerated so long would not want to write their friends and
relatives if given opportunity. I also asked what arrangements made
for UK Charge interview Americans when Charge received request
from imprisoned American and my government desired facts inves-
tigated. I asked what was “prescribed period” mentioned in NCNA
September 11 announcement regarding release Fathers Gordon, Hyde
and Joyce. I requested dates and time when 10 Americans released
would arrive in Hong Kong. Also requested specific information on
health, welfare each detained American not yet released. Explained this
question raised several times in talks during past year but only infor-
mation we received was that all were in good health except Mrs. Brad-
shaw. However, we had learned several persons had been seriously ill.

5. Wang said his government gave agreement wide publicity
to inform Americans and not to prevent them from being informed.
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Publications in English are available to them. In prisons there were
people who would read newspapers to Americans. All persons con-
cerned would certainly be informed without exception. He said
according to Chinese Red Cross 2,547 letters and 277 small parcels
handled for Americans in year ending June. Figure included letters
sent and received. Furthermore Chinese Government on many occa-
sions notified persons they could write their families and Chinese Red
Cross also offered deliver letters. Therefore all persons had full free-
dom send mail if they wished.

6. Wang said investigation of cases would be carried out according
provisions agreed announcement. Regarding third power implementa-
tion and functions he repeated his proposal US deliver formal complete
text to UK and PRC the same to GOI. Added of course his government
would give full information to UK Charge on carrying out functions
entrusted to it by US Government in agreed announcement. Proposed
formal text be handed promptly to third parties.

7. Wang said he would give information regarding times departure
those released and health persons in jail after communicating with his
government. He then asked if he could make a statement.

8. I replied I had nothing more to say today.

9. Wang then read prepared statement. (See following tel for full
report).

10. Following this statement I replied I had noted what he said
and I too would have matters I wished discuss with him at proper time
under agenda item two. I could not help but feel it premature enter
this discussion at present moment. Item one concerned return civilians
and I could not consider it finally disposed of until all Americans in his
country who desired return were able to do so. We had issued agreed
announcement which he assured me would permit them return expe-
ditiously. Way in which terms agreed announcement carried out could
not but influence atmosphere in which we discussed questions under
item two of agenda. I hoped possible very quickly establish atmosphere
and situation in which we could fruitfully and helpfully discuss these
other items. I considered information we exchanged this meeting on
implementation agreed announcement very useful and helpful.

11. Wang replied agenda provided two items: one, return civilians;
two, practical matters which he was discussing. This agenda based
on original US proposal. We had spent 40 days discussing first item
which resulted in enabling number Americans return and arrange-
ments for remainder would be made in accordance with agreement.
Now arrangement reached on first item we should go on to second.
Agreement must be implemented by both sides but implementation
could not be completed in a day or a week. He could not expect Chi-
nese civilians and students in US return in such short time. He failed
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see purpose remaining on first item agenda after 40 days of discussion
and after reaching agreement. Under second item both sides could
raise questions at issue between two countries in accordance original
proposal of US which was confirmed at beginning of talks.

12. I said it was not my choice we spent 40 to 45 days discussing
item one. At outset I suggested quick expeditious way resolve item one
was permit those who wanted to return to return. He did not find that
suggestion acceptable and I acceded to his position. Of those Americans
about whom we started our discussion August 2 there are still 19 not yet
able to return. We agreed on the agenda. I fully honor that agreement and
was prepared enter into discussions item two at proper time.

13. Wang asked what “proper time” meant and when could item
two be discussed.

14. I replied it was very simple matter. It would be when it was
clear terms announcement were being faithfully implemented. I stated
announcement says “further appropriate measures will be adopted so
they can expeditiously exercise their right to return”. He had informed
me names some Americans now being enabled to return and I hoped he
would soon be able inform me of others as well. My government intended
fully and faithfully carry out terms announcement and [ would keep him
fully informed on measures taken to this end. He had told me some mea-
sures his government had taken. This was helpful and useful and I hoped
next meeting he could give me further information this regard.

15. Wang insisted he failed see connection between implementa-
tion of agreement and second item of agenda which we were going
to discuss. He said we have already discussed at great length means
for return of nationals of both sides and he could not see why we
remained on item one and did not enter on discussion item two. Did
we desire return to old ground covered in discussing return civilians?
He thought it would be meaningless if we returned to arguments on
item one because agreement reached and consent of both governments
had resolved and settled that question. He failed to see how we could
put aside item two and return to item one.

16. I replied I was as interested as he in item two but it was of
tremendous importance we have best possible atmosphere in which to
discuss these matters.

17. Wang said he thought my line of argument very peculiar and
regrettable. He was disappointed after we reached agreement on item
one we should put aside item two and return to item one.

18. I said we were not returning to item one but we were only still
discussing it. Agreed statement represented progress. I had no desire
go over old arguments and no such intention, but discussion of imple-
mentation was very useful and I had hoped he felt the same.
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19. Wang said he thought discussion implementation agreement
useful but should not prevent discussion item two. He had presented
his views item two and hoped I would give consideration his views
next time. He asked if we should end meeting.

20. I suggested we meet again September 20 and asked what
announcement should be given to press.

21. Wang replied he would tell press he had raised two topics. We
would be free to tell them what we wished.

22. I said I would tell press we had exchanged information on
implementation of agreed announcement.

Gowen

Note: Mr Waddell (FE) notified, 9/14/55, 6:50 pm, EH

190. Telegram 726 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 14, 1955, 10 p.m.

726. From Johnson.

1. Reference paragraph 9 Mytel 725, following is substance Wang's
prepared statement:

2. Now having reached agreement on question return civilians
both sides to respective countries according to agenda, we should go
on to discussion settlement other practical matters of concern to both
sides. On basis same spirit negotiation and conciliation should be pos-
sible reach agreement quickly on this item also. He proposed each side
put forward questions which each thought involved relations between
two countries in order all could be considered. He then said he would
like to put forward two points.

3. First point was question of economic blockade and embargo
imposed on China by United States. This was a major factor leading
to tense relations between two countries. Shortly after PRC established
US instituted embargo. Outbreak Korean War was seized upon as fur-
ther pretext to intensify economic embargo and blockade. Such a policy
was extremely unreasonable and unjust. Now that Korean War stopped
long ago, less excuse than ever for continuation this policy which

LSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-1455. Confidential; Priority;
Limited Distribution.
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hindered improvement relations and created artificial barriers to trade
and economic relations among nations. Frankly raising this question
did not imply embargo caused formidable difficulties for Chinese, but
policy unreasonable and unjust and did not benefit friendly relations
between our countries and economic welfare [warfare] therefore should
be revoked. Since opening of talks many countries expressed hope we
could agree on lifting embargo. He hoped we could meet aspirations
these countries and improve relations between China and US.

4. Second point he wished raise was preparation for Sino-American
negotiations at higher level. Tension in Taiwan area key question between
China and US. Chinese Government had made series efforts ease ten-
sion Taiwan area. At Bandung Conference Chou En-lai stated Chinese
and American people were friendly, and Chinese did not want war with
United States. He proposed we sit down to negotiate elimination ten-
sions Taiwan area. Dulles stated July 26 press conference whatever dif-
ferences existed should not be settled by recourse to force which might
lead to international war. Wang said we should proceed with concrete
arrangements for negotiations to ease and eliminate tension in Taiwan
area. Obstacles could not be resolved in these talks but must be settled in
conferences at high level for which our talks should and could prepare.

5. Wang concluded saying easing tension required effort both
sides. Resolution these two questions would aid greatly in easing ten-
sions. He willing listen my views on these two and also on what should
be discussed and settled under agenda item two.

Gowen

191. Telegram 729 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 15, 1955, 11 a.m.

729. From Johnson.

Word “conferences” in last sentence paragraph 4 my telegram 726
should be corrected read “conference”, that is singular not (repeat not)
plural.

Gowen
Note: FE Message Center notified 9/15/9:36 a.m. EMB (CWO)

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-1555. Confidential; Priority.
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192. Telegram 732 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 15, 1955, 6 p.m.

732. From Johnson.

1. With reference paragraph 3 Deptel 678, I have not yet advised
Wang of intention Tsien depart Cleveland as I felt it preferable wait
determine whether he actually does depart. Would appreciate confir-
mation his departure for use next meeting together with information
on number other Chinese departing same ship.

2. Assume [ will also be fully informed just prior to our next meet-
ing on situation with respect to assumption of functions under agreed
announcement by India and UK.

3. Believe it also useful if I could have information on publicity
given agreed announcement in Chinese language press in United States.

Gowen

LSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-1555. Confidential.

193. Telegram 728 to Geneva'

Washington, September 15, 1955

728. For Johnson.
Following is text London’s 1034:
(Code Room please repeat London’s 1034, Control 7183)

Hoover

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-1455. Official Use Only.
Drafted by McConaughy. The time of transmission is illegible.
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194. Letter 8 from Johnson to McConaughy'

Letter No. 8 Geneva, September 15, 1955

Dear Walter:

Thank you very much for your letter of September 12 which arrived
here yesterday. We get most excellent pouch service on your letters to
me and they are most timely and helpful. However, I am discouraged at
the time it seems to take my letters to reach you. I fear that most of them
are out of date and overtaken by events by the time they do arrive. I am
going to see what I can do from this end, but fear that there isn’t much
as we are up against complicated courier schedules.

Wang moved yesterday under item 2 much more decisively than
might have been expected. It is quite clear that by offering only the two
topics they hope to get out of this stage very quickly in order to pass on
to the Foreign Ministers” meeting. With the exception of “no force” the
two items that we have to propose are of a very miniscule nature as far
as the length of the negotiations here are concerned. Chou’s proposal
for a Foreign Ministers’ meeting is their answer to our “no force” point,
and they will probably reply to “no force” proposals by saying that
this would be something for the “higher level” and attempt to avoid
discussion. Of course we can counter by making something acceptable
to us in the field of “no force” pre-condition for even discussion of a
higher level meeting. This, of course, carries with it the difficulty of
the more or less implied commitment to a higher level meeting if they
come through with anything remotely responsive to our request.

Related to all this, of course, is what we really want and expect to get
under “no force”. I would hope to be very clear on this before I would
start. I find it entirely impossible in my own mind to think through to any
logical demand on the Communists that would have effect of at least a
promise of a cease fire in the Formosa area without relating it to what we
could ask or obtain from the PRC in the same sphere.

With the paucity of subjects suggested by the PRC as well as the
paucity on our side, I wonder how much scope there is actually going
to be for discussions on what we are going to discuss under item 2.
We are faced with some real dilemmas. A flat refusal even to con-
sider a meeting at a higher level as a subject for discussion under
item 2 would, it seems to me, not be consistent with our tactics. On
the other hand, the longer it is left alive without challenge, the greater
the implication that we may agree to it. Eventually we have only two

! Source: Department of State, Geneva Talks Files, Lot 72D415. Secret; Official-
Informal. Johnson signed the original “Alex.”
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choices: to turn it down; or expressedly, or impliedly, agree to it under
certain conditions. The question is what conditions we would estab-
lish. Of course the best tactic is to try to prevent it coming to a head
any time in the near future, but to do this I will need substance with
which to work. If we have a clearly defined goal under “no force”, we
could, of course, probably work this vein for a considerable period,
but our success in this would be considerably dependent on whether
the Communists saw, or thought they saw, a pot of gold of the higher
level meeting at the other end.

The only other vein I see that I could work is the embargo, and
that is entirely dependent on decisions taken back there. It is my
understanding that there was some discussion of this subject and, as
I'urged the Secretary before I left, I think it of the highest importance,
if any shift in our position is going to take place, that the decision be
most closely held and given to me to trade with here.

I forgot to mention in my last letter that Wang had invited the
four of us to the gala opening of the Peking Opera here. He was very
correct in calling to see whether I would be willing to accept the invi-
tation, to which I replied that, although I would be glad to see the
opera, I could not accept his invitation to the opening and invitational
night where he and other officials would be present and there would
be inevitable publicity. He immediately accepted my position and sent
us tickets for the following night with the promise that there would
be no publicity over my presence. We went and he faithfully kept his
agreement. Incidentally it is an excellent show and magnificent pro-
paganda in Europe for them just because there is no overt propaganda
whatever in it.

I am returning the courtesy by sending him tickets for the New
York Philharmonic Orchestra concert here next week.

I'wanted you and a few others concerned to know that I was doing
this and doing it every deliberately, with the thought this type of thing
will help me carry out our objectives in the difficult days ahead. I am
going to have little or nothing in the way of substance to give them,
but feel that by maintaining a reasonably easy personal relationship
to which he has been responsive, I can do much to avoid or postpone
a break when the going gets tough. I hope all of it will also keep them
guessing a little without committing us to anything.

With reference my remarks on the telephone that Washington sto-
ries were saying we had finished item one, even USIA went way out
on the limb on this. With our help the USIA man wrote a very careful
story which some bright boy in Washington saw fit to rewrite. I recom-
mend you take a look at the September 12 radio bulletin which carries
a September 11 story under a Geneva date line which says almost all
the wrong things and is far different from the story the USIA man filed
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from here. After all our struggle on the phrase the lead says Americans
are going to be released “as soon as possible”. Then down in the story
it makes the flat statement “the announcement completed the first item
of business on their two point agenda”.

I can understand Wang’s confusion at yesterday’s meeting if, as is
likely, they had read this in our own official output.

Sincerely,

U. Alexis Johnson
American Ambassador

195. Telegram 733 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 16, 1955, noon

733. From Johnson.

1. Anticipate that at next meeting Wang will insist on opening to
which I cannot object as he deferred to my insistence on opening last
meeting.

2. He may as promised at last meeting answer few of questions I
asked on implementation agreed announcement, dependent on devel-
opments at that time raise question “invitation” to third countries, and
then launch into attack on our refusal discuss item two at this time.

3. I will reiterate any unanswered questions on PRC implementa-
tion, deal as necessary with question “invitations”, give further info on
our implementation, and then deal with question of taking up agenda
item two.

4. T will appreciate Department’s suggestion or instructions on
how I handle questions of “invitations” and agenda item two.

5. On first question of “invitations” have choice of squarely meeting
issue if they show similar disposition or attempting avoid direct issue
in meeting while being careful not accept his position. We have made
our position entirely clear at last meeting as well as publicly, agreed
statement is also clear, and it might be that to engage in sharp debate
on this with Wang would give them pretext fail implement agreed
announcement particularly in view our position on discussion agenda
item two. I should be able avoid issue by avoiding further use of word
“invitation” simply stating fact both United Kingdom and India now

'Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-1655. Secret.
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officially informed by US of agreed announcement, if they have done
same no reason United Kingdom and India should not assume func-
tions. However, believe we cannot finally decide how handle this until
we know what attitude India is taking with respect our invitation on
which I have no info here.

6. With respect second question of timing of discussion about
agenda item two will desire make carefully prepared statement and in
this regard would appreciate Department’s instructions in light what I
said in last meeting and my subsequent public statement.

7. Am confident I can avoid any question of a break at next meeting
but believe it important do maximum handle matter so as avoid ultima-
tum or challenge which could lead to freezing positions.

Gowen

Mr. Waddell’s office (FE) notified 9/16/10:31 a.m. EMB (CWO)

196. Letter 14 from McConaughy to Johnson'

Letter No. 14 Washington, September 16, 1955
Dear Alex:

You raise some basic questions in your letter No. 7 of September
7. Of course these questions had occurred to us and had already been
given some thought. But the answers are not easy and Messrs. Robert-
son and Phleger feel I should not write anything on policy questions to
you until the Secretary returns and gives us some guidance. He is due
back tomorrow the 17th from Duck Island. He leaves after the close of
business on the 19th for the opening of the UNGA Session in New York.
We hope to have some time with him over the week end. The telegram
containing the instructions to you for your Tuesday meeting will not be
drafted until after we get the benefit of the Secretary’s thinking. I hope to
be able to give you some helpful background thinking in my next letter
of Monday morning the 19th. We have prepared a summary of develop-
ments at Geneva since September 1 for the Secretary to read on the plane
enroute to Washington so that he will be fairly current when he gets here.
For your background information the Secretary will return to the Depart-
ment from New York on Friday, September 23. He will be absent again
from September 26 through September 28.

1 Source: Department of State, Geneva Talks Files, Lot 72D415. Secret; Official-
Informal.
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We have been concerned about insuring that the Americans in
jail get word of the Agreed Announcement and can get in touch with
O’Neill. We are of course caught in a box because we must avoid giving
the Chinese Communists and the Indian Embassy access to Chinese in
this country other than those who express a wish to return to the Main-
land. We are considering sending individual letters to each of the 18
Americans still denied permission to leave, signed by Mr. Robertson, for
delivery by Wang Ping-nan with the request that he effect their delivery
to the addressees. The letter would read as follows: (attached).

We have some misgivings about this since it may give Wang an
opening wedge for insisting that you accept undesirable communica-
tions from him for delivery in this country. Please give us your reaction
to (1) the idea of direct Departmental communication with the detained
Americans, (2) the proposed mode of transmittal through Wang Ping-
nan and (3) the content of the draft letter which is attached. If you do
not like this proposal we would like your recommendations for alter-
native means of satisfying ourselves that all American have the word.

I have taken up your code clerk problem with senior adminis-
trative people in the Department. They asked me to tell you that two
regular code clerks who have just been assigned to European posts
are leaving Washington this week end for Geneva. They are assigned
elsewhere but our instructions read that they should stay on detail
at Geneva until further notice. The intention is to keep them there
as long as your talks continue. They are due to arrive in Geneva on
Monday. It is true that these two will merely take the place of two
others who have been detailed to Geneva who are going back to their
regular posts but the situation will be more stable since you can count
on having these people as long as you are there. This will give Geneva
a total of four people in the code room staff, and the specialists here
say that this is enough to give you good service on Saturday and
Sunday as well as some overtime on regular working days. The vol-
ume is down a lot since the Atomic Energy Conference ended. They
think the problem is essentially one of overtime rather than heavy
volume. They believe these four can handle the occasional peaks as
well as the overtime. Bob Stufflebeam asked me to assure you that the
Department has not dealt lightly with this problem. The seriousness
of it is recognized and a special effort has been made to solve it. The
administrative people are confronted with a chronic shortage of code
clerks coincident with an increase in volume in all geographic areas.
They feel that Gowen has chiefly been worried by the uncertainty of
the temporary assignments. That problem is now solved. You may
wish to pass the foregoing on to Gowen as coming from authoritative
administrative sources here, if he has not already received it by tele-
gram. If your talks are still going on around mid-October, you will be
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more than amply covered for a big influx of code people will be going
in in preparation for the Foreign Minister’s Meeting, October 27.

The telephone exchange on Wednesday was very satisfactory from
our standpoint although we were sorry to have kept you waiting on the
line so long. You handled Wang’s unexpected move well and there is no
reason to worry about the slight misunderstanding of his intentions in
the course of the session. I would have expected Ralph or Doug to pass
you a note if they suspected that you did not get the purport of what
Wang intended to do, but it turned out all right. Under separate cover
we are sending you the five items you requested in your last letter.

We are instructing Drum to try to record very systematically the
stories of all the Americans who are now beginning to come out. The
same instructions will go to Japan. We are also going back over the old
records here in an effort to compile a complete story of the maltreat-
ment of Americans from the beginning. There may be no occasion to
use it at Geneva but we want to have it in reserve in readily useable
form in case it should be needed.

I take Wang’s sudden unilateral public move on the 14th as a bad
augury. I doubt if he would have made a public demand for moving
the talks to a higher level at that moment unless a Communist deci-
sion had been made which depreciated the value of further talks at the
Ambassadorial level, from their standpoint. It may be increasingly dif-
ficult to keep the ball rolling. We will give you all the ammunition we
can before your next meeting.

Good luck and warmest regards,

Sincerely,

Walter P. McConaughy

197. Telegram 739 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 17, 1955, 4 p.m.

739. From Johnson.

1. Have just received letter from Wang referring his Sept. 14 pro-
posal US “should formally entrust UK” and PRC “should formally
entrust” GOl so as “to complete procedures of entrusting third powers”.

1 Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-1755. Confidential; Priority;
Limit Distribution.
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Then PRC “should notify UK and US GOI extending their agreement to
respective third powers being entrusted assume functions stipulated”
in agreed announcement. Wang instructed inform me that after US “has
formally entrusted UK” PRC “will notify UK of its agreement to latter’s
being entrusted by USG to offer Americans who desire return various
assistance specified” in agreed announcement.

2. My notification to him at Sept 14 meeting US has invited GOI
assume functions can only be interpreted USG aware PRC “has previ-
ously indicated its readiness to GOI entrust India extend assistance in
matter concerning return Chinese nationals residing in US” during talks.
“l again indicated to you on many occasions that PRC would entrust GOI
extend assistance to Chinese nationals residing in US who desire return;
hence notification of USG to GOI means former’s agreement to GOl being
entrusted by PRC and PRC interprets and understand as such Sept. 11
notification of USG to GOI”.

3. “It must be pointed out that our side has taken into account of
difficult position in diplomatic relations in which USG finds, and has
acceded to your proposed text on entrusting of third powers in its pres-
ent form in agreed announcement. However, on concrete content with
regard to PRC’s entrusting GOI and USG entrusting UKG both sides
cannot have any other interpretation”.

4. “After publication agreed announcement American press
including USIS invariably made distorted interpretation at variance
with actual fact of text agreed announcement regarding entrusting of
third powers alleging PRC would entrust UKG on one hand and USG
would entrust GOI on other. USG ought not agree to such distorted
interpretation”.

5. Desire know “if USG has formally entrusted UKG and will
appreciate confirmation” by letter if done so will be able report his
government which will inform UKG of “its agreement to latter’s being
entrusted by USG”.

6. Comments follow.

Shillock

FE Duty Office notified 9/17/12:53 p. m. EMB (CWO)
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198. Telegram 740 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 17, 1955, 6 p.m.

740. From Johnson.

1. Do not believe I should send written reply but should handle at
Tuesday meeting when I will refer to his letter and if he requests give
him copy my prepared remarks according to standing arrangements
between us.

2. Indian acceptance (New Delhi’s 542, repeated Geneva 36) removes
what might have been problem. I suspect that if GOI also receives “invi-
tation” from PRC it has made identical reply to PRC. However, interest-
ing note neither in September 14 meeting nor in letter has Wang made
reference to any action taken by PRC with respect India. In any event
main points are US immediately took every possible action implement
announcement and with respect to portion of principal PRC interest all
action completed permit GOI function in US while UK apparently still
not able function in PRC. (In this connection would appreciate most
recent information available from O’Neill prior Tuesday’s meeting.)

3. Of course, I have not yet informed Wang of action we have also
taken with respect UK as I did not have that info at last meeting.

4. As parenthetical note with respect use of word “entrust” in
Wang's letter Dept will recall discussion this word versus “invite” par-
ticularly para 13 Mytel 661. Believe Wang may have agreed to “invite”
in English text without fully realizing implications and is now trying
to recover lost ground. While use of word “entrust” in place of “invite”
would have been somewhat more advantageous to PRC position do not
see even this invalidates our position.

5. Suggest my reply to Wang be along following lines:

A. Aslinformed him Sept 14 USG has formally transmitted agreed
announcement to GOI and invited it undertake in US functions set
forth in announcement. GOI has formally replied accepting invitation.

B. USG has also transmitted agreed announcement to UKG and for-
mally requested it undertake in PRC functions set forth announcement.

C. USG has therefore taken all action required of it in order that
third countries concerned may undertake their functions. What action
has PRC taken?

Shillock
Note: FE duty office notified 3:07 pm 9/17/55 EMB (CWO)

'Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-1755. Secret, Priority; Limited
Distribution.
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199. Telegram 743 to Geneva'

Washington, September 19, 1955, 2:36 p.m.

743. For Johnson. Urtel 732.

Following is summary of Chinese language press coverage for
Johnson and Wang statements of September 10. Reports on 8 RPT 8 of
11 RPT 11 Chinese dailies have been received:

1. Chinese World, San Francisco, 12 September 1955, published
United Press and Associated Press releases in full in both English and
Chinese sections without editorial comment. (AP and UP dispatches
contained full text of agreed announcement)

2. May Tong, Chinese newscaster over San Francisco Station KSAN
broadcast a much condensed version of the communique without
comment.

3. Chinese Pacific Weekly, San Francisco, did not publish news
release but commented editorially briefly to effect that US for some
time had been permitting any Chinese to leave who wished to do so.

4. Young China News, San Francisco, published translation of Inter-
national News Service release without editorial comment.

5. New York papers, Chinese Journal, China Tribune, Chinese Nation-
alist Daily, United Journal, carried statement in entirety as carried by
United Press.

6. China Daily News, New York, Communist publication, has
representative in Geneva and published entire text as filed by their
correspondent.

7. Chicago papers not heard from yet. Los Angeles weekly Kwang
Tai did not carry item last week.

Dulles

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-1555. Confidential; Priority.
Drafted by Jacobson (DRF); cleared by Pope (IAD) in substance, McConaughy, and
Lindbeck.
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200. Telegram 745 to Geneva'

Washington, September 19, 1955, 3:45 p.m.

745. For Johnson.
Instructions for September 20 meeting.

1. Department approves your suggested oral reply to Wang ques-
tion invitation to GOI and UKG, as contained paragraph 5 your 740.
While question raised by Wang seems trivial and without merit, con-
sidering explicit language of Agreed Announcement, it would seem
desirable for you to explore fully with him subject of respective com-
munications to GOl and UKG. Department expects obtain further infor-
mation from British Embassy later in day regarding ability UK Mission
in Peiping to perform agreed function. Wang should be queried insis-
tently in regard to action taken by PRC with UK Mission in Peiping
until you are satisfied that necessary facilities accorded.

2. Department will send you separate report today on publicity for
Agreed Announcement in Chinese language newspapers in U.S.

3. Department has received note from Indian Embassy contain-
ing formal GOI acceptance role assigned to it. Indian Ambassador
calling at Department September 20 to discuss Indian Government
responsibilities under Agreed Announcement. UK has orally indi-
cated in answer to our formal note that it is prepared to accept func-
tion requested. Written confirmation expected shortly. We of course
do not object to PRC approaching GOI in same vein that we have
approached UKG. We consider it mandatory on PRC to approach UK
as we have approached GOL.

4. We hope to have additional information for you from I & NS in
time for tomorrow’s meeting on latest departures Chinese for Far East.

5. You are requested to raise question of unilateral public state-
ments. You should make it clear to Wang that you are not charging him
with act of bad faith on September 14, since it now appears that he did
give notice at last meeting that he intended issue statement. However
his statement of intention was not clearly understood by you at the
time and created necessity for you put out unilateral public statement.
You should propose that both sides get back to original agreement of
no unilateral public statements without clear understanding or explicit
advance notice.

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-1955. Secret; Niact. Drafted by
McConaughy and Phleger; cleared by Sebald and in draft by Dulles.
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6. If necessity develops you are authorized inform Wang at Tues-
day meeting that while Item One has priority on Agenda until imple-
mentation complete, you will be prepared at following meeting (not
before Sept. 24 but preferably following week) begin task of making
up Agenda under Item Two. You will propose that each side come
to following meeting with list of items which it wishes raise under
Item Two. Lists would be exchanged at that meeting. After interval
of about a week in which each side could consider items proposed
by other, meeting would be scheduled at which agreement would
be sought on topics to be considered under Item Two. At that meet-
ing effort would be made determine order in which topics would be
considered.

7. You should inform Wang at Tuesday meeting that request which
he has publicly made for talks at higher level is procedural and not sub-
stantive and cannot be considered by us as “practical matter at issue”.
Request does not fall within agreement regarding Geneva talks repre-
sented by mutually agreed communique of July 25. It would nullify the
agreement we now have to discuss “practical problems now at issue” at
the Ambassadorial level. We are not prepared substitute another forum
for this one nor to discuss or agree now as to what would happen when
current Geneva talks concluded which we would hope would be when
all practical matters at issue disposed of. Both sides should make max-
imum effort settle “practical matters now at issue” at Ambassadorial
level as already agreed.

8. You may remind Wang that during discussion topics for item
two we will feel free return to implementation Item One which will
always remain in priority position on agenda and we will continuously
observe such implementation. We have taken due note of fact that 7
of 29 imprisoned American have arrived Hong Kong. We confidently
anticipate early release of remainder as well as 12 Americans previ-
ously denied exit permits.

9. FYI ONLY. Topics we propose raise under Item Two are follow-
ing: (1) unaccounted for American servicemen from Korean war and (2)
renunciation of force. We consider proposing (3) “restitution of seized
American diplomatic and consular property on China mainland” and
request your comment on this item.

Dulles
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201. Telegram 750 to Geneva'

Washington, September 19, 1955, 6:39 p.m.

750. For Johnson.

For completion our records forward exact text statements released
by you and Wang to press September 14.

Dulles

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93 /9-955. Official Use Only. Drafted
by McConaughy.

202. Telegram 751 to Geneva'

Washington, September 19, 1955, 6:39 p.m.

751. For Johnson.

Following is text of note received from Indian Embassy dated Sep-
tember 16:

QUOTE The Ambassador of India presents his compliments to
the Secretary of State and has the honour to acknowledge on behalf
of his Government the note dated 10th September, 1955, presented to
the Ministry of External Affairs of the Government of India extend-
ing the cordial invitation of the Government of the United States to
assume the functions described in the Agreed Announcement of the
Ambassadors of the United States of America and the People’s Repub-
lic of China concerning the repatriation from the United States of Chi-
nese nationals who express a desire to return to the People’s Republic
of China. The Ambassador has now been asked by his Government to
state that they have agreed to assume these functions. The Embassy
of India has been asked to carry out on behalf of the Government of
India the responsibilities which are to be discharged in the territory of
the United States.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-1955. Official Use Only;
Priority. Drafted by McConaughy; cleared by Robertson and Sebald.
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The Ambassador wishes to state that he proposed to provide both
in his Embassy in Washington, D. C. and in the two Consulates-General
of India in New York and San Francisco, necessary facilities for Chinese
nationals wishing to return to China to bring to notice any difficulties
which they might encounter.

The Ambassador of India avails himself of this opportunity to renew
to the Secretary of State the assurances of his highest consideration.

UNQUOTE
Dulles

203. Telegram 752 to Geneva'

Washington, September 19, 1955, 9:26 p.m.

752. For Johnson.

1. Re your telephone call to Robertson today, on reconsideration
Dept finds it difficult deal with only one phase Wang statement, thereby
tacitly implying it has no answer to remaining Wang charges. Dept has
decided to put out no repeat no press release on any aspect Wang state-
ment and believes that any reply should come from you. Matter is left
your discretion. If you decide take cognizance Wang statement with
press, it may take form either press release or backgrounder for press
as your judgment dictates. You might wish use something along fol-
lowing lines:

(A) Wang’s statement regrettably misconstrues motives and actions
U.S. Sept. 14 statement based on fact U.S. had already announced meas-
ures to implement Agreed Announcement whereas Chinese had not yet
indicated steps taken to release Americans except for those cases which
had been reviewed. Chicom indication of steps proposed for imple-
menting agreement appear to us to be first order of business and one
that U.S. has already fulfilled.

(B) There is no basis for Wang’s contention that U.S. has prevented
departure of Chinese. As of March 24 Immigration orders against depar-
ture from this country were outstanding for 129 technically trained

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-1955. Secret; Niact; Limit
Distribution. Drafted by McConaughy and Lindbeck; approved in draft by Robertson.
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Chinese students. Since then 36 rpt 36 have left this country and 3 rpt 3
more are reported about to leave. All now free to leave.

2. Wang’s action today does not appear to call for any change in
your instructions (Deptel 745) except possibly in paragraph 5. If you
believe that in light Wang’s latest action we go too far in exonerat-
ing him from any imputation bad faith, you may wish to strengthen
tone of your presentation on unilateral public statements. Need for
emphatic representations on this question further confirmed by Wang’s
statement.

3. Immigration has not yet confirmed departure three Chinese,
including Tsien, on Cleveland, September 17.

4. British Embassy has had no recent word from O’Neill in Peiping.
We instructing Embassy London query Foreign Office as to whether
PRC has yet extended invitation to UK Charge, and as to actual and
prospective difficulties confronted by British Charge.

Dulles

204. Telegram 744 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 20, 1955, 3 p.m.

744. From Johnson.

In reply press inquiries am informing them for background that
agreed statement following today’s meeting should not be interpreted
as representing any change in US position set forth my September 14
statement. Today’s statement merely expresses what is already public
knowledge, that is there is difference of view between Wang and myself
on timing discussion item two of agenda.

Shillock

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2055. Official Use Only; Niact.
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205. Telegram 745 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 20, 1955, 3 p.m.

745. From Johnson.

1. At today’s meeting two hours ten minutes, apparently on theory
best defense is offensive, Wang opened with statement accusing me of
violating understanding on private nature talks reaffirming desire to
keep talks private.

2. I replied with statement explaining my misunderstanding his
intention at last meeting, pointing out his statement disclosed substance
his remarks therefore required me make public substance our position.
Regretted his statement yesterday, noted I had made no response and
hoped “I will not have to do so”. Glad he agreed meetings should con-
tinue to be private. This followed by some give and take on whose fault
but reaffirmation of agreement on private nature talks.

3. I then made reply his letter along lines paragraph 5 my 740
adding only Indian Ambassador today discussing with Department
responsibilities being assumed.

4. There was then long give and take with Wang on one hand trying
twist my remarks into statement we had “invited” UK and “agreed” to
PRC invitation to GOL I expressed surprise Wang'’s effort make issue
out of this, pointed out clear language agreed announcement, and
emphasized substance of situation, that is, US had immediately taken
all action implement agreed announcement with respect to third coun-
tries, India now able function in US, UK apparently still not able func-
tion in PRC. Said it was imperative they take with UK action similar
that US had taken with GOI. Wang said PRC had extended “invita-
tion” to GOI and Nehru had announced in Parliament its acceptance.
Towards end I pressed hard for statement PRC would contact UK
Charge Peiping and do necessary permit UK immediately start func-
tioning. After unsuccessfully pressing me hard to say we had “invited”
UK in accordance with announcement he apparently chose to accept
my statement that we had informed UK and requested it undertake
functions and while avoiding direct reply my insistence that PRC con-
tact UK Charge, appeared to indicate they would do necessary permit
UK function.

5. I then made statement on publicity agreed announcement Chi-
nese press in US and referred to unanswered questions I had asked him

I Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2055. Confidential; Niact;
Limited Distribution.
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in last meeting specifically pointing up health and welfare each Ameri-
can not released and information on agreed announcement to Americans
still in jail.

6. On health and welfare he countered by renewing demand for
names and addresses all Chinese in US but avoided direct reply to my
question as to whether he now refusing give me information on health
and welfare Americans in jail. With respect informing Americans in jail
he said “I told you last meeting what is done and that still holds”.

7. After some additional give and take along these lines during
which I expressed disappointment he had no information for me

today on implementation, I made statement accordance paragraph 7,
Deptel 745.

8. Wang made impromptu reply to effect that understanding at
outset of talks was that either side could bring up anything it consid-
ered be practical matter at issue, not possible settle all practical mat-
ters at issue these talks, therefore higher level meeting necessary. Such
meeting also desired by “some high American officials”. I made no
reply and he indicted nothing further say today, suggesting next meet-
ing Friday, September 23, to which I agreed.

9. There was then considerable discussion as to exact wording of
statement to press.

Shillock

206. Telegram 1119 from London'

London, September 20, 1955, 5 p.m.

1119. Foreign Office has drawn Embassy’s attention to commen-
tary in Peiping People’s Daily denouncing “distortion by USIS” of
US-CHICOM “agreement” of September 10 at Geneva. Although
involved and confused, commentary appears make two basic points:

(A) US delaying invitation to UK assume functions set forth in
announcement in order postpone consideration of “item 2”, and

(B) CHICOMS insist they, and not US, should invite Indians.

Re (A) Foreign Office has prepared for Macmillan’s signature reply
to Ambassador’s letter of September 13 (Embtel 1018) agreeing assume

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2055. Confidential.
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functions. It is hoped reply can be delivered today. Foreign Office will
then be able inform press it has done so.

Re (B) Foreign Office notes that in the background statement read
to press in Washington on September 10 (substance of which was given
Foreign Office on basis Deptel 1363) US is to invite both UK and India
to assume their respective functions, although agreed announcement
was far from specific (and perhaps intentionally so) on this point.

Foreign Office requests informal and confidential clarification on
this point, including whether this ambiguity of language was accepted
by CHICOMS in apparent good faith and is now being aired by them,
perhaps, for political purposes.

New subject: Has Department any comment to make on points
made by O’'Neill (Embtel 1034) especially paragraph 4.

Butterworth

207. Telegram 747 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 20, 1955, 7 p.m.

747. From Johnson.
Comments today’s meeting:

1. Wang’s entire attitude throughout meeting was deliberately
much more brusque and in general harder than at any previous meet-
ing. This change in attitude was particularly marked in comparison
with last meeting with respect to his refusal to give us further info
on Americans and implementation announcement. Had feeling he
was acting under definite instructions regarding his tone and that at
last meeting he had promised more than Peiping willing deliver with
respect information on Americans.

Believe this change derives from a) our attitude on proceed-
ing to agenda item two; b) our attitude on “invitation” under agreed
announcement (possible Wang is in trouble with Chou over this point);
and c) our immediate and sharp reaction to his September 14 public
statement.

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2055. Secret; Priority; Limited
Distribution.
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2. Although he continued press me throughout meeting start dis-
cussion agenda item two there was no move on his part to bring mat-
ters to a head and I felt no necessity of using authority given me in
paras 6 and 8 Deptel 745. Also my ability make statement contained
para 7 Deptel 745 was of great assistance in keeping situation fluid. My
thought in permitting him for first time in several meetings to suggest
date for next meeting was to test his anxiety to move on and, in agree-
ing to his suggestion of September 23, to use authority in paras 6 and 8
Deptel 745 at that meeting if it seems desirable do so.

3. Felt I was completely on top of “invitation” situation today and
that Wang fully realized weakness his position. Notable that today he
entirely avoided use of word “entrust” which so heavily employed his
letter. Doubt he will take further initiative this regard but we may want
do so dependent on developments with UK Charge Peiping by next
meeting.

Shillock

208. Telegram 748 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 20, 1955, 1 p.m.

748. From Johnson.

Re telcon with Robertson, regret necessity replacing either Clough
or Forman at this time. Both have done excellent work and are very
helpful to me. Had hoped when replacement made he could have had
advantage intimate association over a period with Departmental work
on these talks. However, realize pressure work in GA may make ear-
lier action imperative. Balancing all considerations, including Depart-
ment’s needs and new phase talks entering here, believe best Clough
return. Hope whoever sent will be given maximum opportunity famil-
iarize self with Department’s thinking.

Shillock

Note: Delayed in transmission.

LSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2055. Confidential.
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209. Telegram 750 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 20, 1955, 7 p.m.

750. From Johnson. Re Deptel 752.

Press interest here Wang’s statement now dead and believe it not
desirable attempt revive. Our exchange at today’s meeting reaffirming
desire maintain privacy meetings makes press release inadvisable and
considering present composition press corps here backgrounder not
practicable. Press stories I have seen have reflected individual back-
ground guidances I gave on Wang initiating break in privacy talks,
talks arranged solely through UK, my September 14 statement answers
para 3 his statement, and picking up Suydam September 10 statement
173 Chinese left US between July 11 and August 31 as counter to fourth
para his statement.

Very much hope I can have by next meeting confirmation depar-
ture Tsien.

Shillock

ISource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2055. Secret; Priority.

210. Telegram 751 from Geneva'
Geneva, September 20, 1955, 10 p.m.

751. From Johnson.

1. At 16th meeting today Wang asked if he could make first state-
ment. He said that at outset of talks we agreed abstain from making
public statements regarding proceedings to press without prior noti-
fication or agreement. He asked if we considered this agreement still
valid and said I had given to press a statement regarding disputed
points our last meeting and had even given a distorted interpretation.

After giving matter considerable thought he believed he could
not remain silent and therefore issued statement on September 19.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2055. Confidential; Priority;
Limited Distribution.
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Concluded by saying he hoped we would return to original agreement
regarding press releases.

2. I replied I was glad he mentioned subject as I had also intended
to do so. At close of last meeting he informed me he intended making
statement to press regarding two questions raised at meeting. I did not
understand he intended reveal substance his remarks on two points he
had introduced. Frankly what I thought he said was that we had dis-
cussed items one and two of agenda. However, when I learned of his
statement after meeting it seemed to me very definitely to go into sub-
stance his remarks and this necessitated my also releasing statement
going into substance our position. I did this in press release which I
made as brief and non-controversial as possible. I was not alleging he
did not inform me but simply that I did not understand his intent. I
regretted he considered it necessary make a second statement to press. I
had made no response and hoped I would not have to do so. [ was glad
to know he shared my feeling that our practice in past of not issuing
press releases on substance of talks here was right. Our ability keep
these matters private has been beneficial both parties and to progress
our talks. I would be entirely willing and hoped he would agree to pro-
ceed on same basis we have in past and not discuss substance our meet-
ings with press by unilateral public statements.

3. Wang replied he could not agree my explanation this regard. At
last meeting we agreed on release, his statement had been clear and
there could have been no misunderstanding.

His statement had been in conformity with our agreement and he
had made prior notification. What he said to press did not go beyond
scope of what he told me in meeting he would say. But my statement
was not in conformity with agreement. If US still desired keep situ-
ation as it was before, then he hoped there would be no recurrence
such action. Hoped in future we would adhere to agreement regarding
releases to press.

4. I'said I could not agree my statement had been in violation our
agreement on private nature of talks. I told him I did not understand his
intention and, if I had, then I would have objected because his release
went into substance his remarks and I would have to make reply. Fur-
thermore, I reminded him that when I had proposed private nature
of talks I had also suggested that prior notice of unilateral statements
should be reasonable in time, for example a day or two before release.
I would give him such advance notice if I made a statement. I did not
believe useful purpose served pursue this subject further and hoped he
agreed abide by understanding in future as I intended so to do.

5. Wang said he had nothing more to say except that facts spoke
for themselves and could not be refuted. He then suggested we discuss
item two and said he would be happy to hear my comments on two
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points he raised last time. Also in referring my earlier indication I had
reply his September 16 letter, said he would be glad receive reply.

6. I replied with prepared statement in which I said I had informed
him September 14 that US Government had formally transmitted to GOI
terms of agreed announcement and had invited GOI undertake in US
functions set forth in agreed announcement. US Government had received
formal reply from GOI saying it pleased accept invitation. Arrangements
made to discuss today with Indian Ambassador Washington carrying out
responsibilities assumed by GOI under agreed announcement. US Gov-
ernment also transmitted to Government UK terms agreed announce-
ment and formally requested UK undertake on behalf American nationals
in PRC functions set forth. UK indicated it was prepared undertake these
functions. US Government had therefore taken all action required in order
third powers might undertake their functions. I said I would appreciate
being informed what action PRC had taken this regard.

7. Wang said he noted my statement US Government had invited
GOL He could not agree, because GOI was being invited by PRC and
not by US. Clearly provided in agreed announcement that PRC should
invite India take care Chinese nationals in US. If PRC invited GOI then
US should accept this arrangement and confirm that GOI assume func-
tions. It was not a question of GOI being invited by US. In same way
could not say PRC should invite UK. PRC could only agree to UK being
invited by US to carry out functions set forth in agreed announcement.
In our discussion and in text agreed announcement this point very clear
and allowed of no misinterpretation.

8. He stated US press and official USIS misrepresented and misin-
terpreted agreed announcement, alleging US will invite GOI and PRC
will invite UK. He could not agree to such distorted interpretation.

9. He continued by saying PRC had formally invited GOI take care
welfare of Chinese nationals in US. Nehru in statement made Indian
Parliament had said India had accepted this invitation from PRC. If US
Government has completed its formal invitation to UK, then PRC can
inform UK it agrees to UK performing functions set forth regarding
American nationals. However, PRC had made no formal contact with
UK because did not know if US had completed formal invitation to UK.

10. I said I was genuinely puzzled by his statement and had no
intention of reopening, as he appeared to desire, whole question our
negotiations on text agreed announcement. Latter is clear as can be on
this subject and US Government has done everything which could be
required of it in order agreed announcement could be put into effect. Here
I quoted pertinent sections agreed announcement adding I did not want
to engage in semantic argument over text but rather look at substance
of arrangement. At very outset of talks he indicated PRC wanted GOI
assume certain functions regarding Chinese in US who desire return. We
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had agreed in announcement what these functions should be and they
were ones which had to be undertaken in the US. We had immediately
taken all action necessary to permit GOI undertake these functions. That
was substance of situation. We had done everything we could to permit
GOI undertake functions his government wanted and Indian Ambas-
sador was today discussing implementation announcement in US. In
contrast with US action, I understood from him that UK still was not in
position undertake functions agreed announcement in PRC. Imperative
whatever words might be used, his government take same action with
respect UK as we took with respect to India so that UK can undertake
functions under agreed announcement.

11. Wang asked whether UK was “invited” by US.

12. I repeated that UK had been formally requested undertake
functions set forth and this done even before our last meeting and very
promptly, as with other matters relating agreed announcement. I did
not know of this action at time of last meeting or I would have informed
him then.

13. Wang said, “Do I understand US invited UK and agreed to invi-
tation GOI by PRC”.

14. 1 said that was not what I had said.

15. Wang asked if what I meant was PRC had invited GOI and US
had invited UK, or was there difference of opinion between us.

16. I said I thought it important to get into substance situation
which was that US had done everything permit GOI undertake its func-
tions in US. I understood that was what he was interested in, and that
had been done.

17. Wang said he concerned with two points: one was invitation to
third government, and the other was agreement to this invitation. He
was ready agree my statement that UK invited by US but he wanted be
clear whether GOI being invited by PRC or US.

18. I said it was our clear understanding of agreed announce-
ment that we should invite GOI perform functions. At same time I had
no objection his government taking whatever action it desired with
respect GOI, and whatever words they used between them was up to
him. His government had suggested GOI undertake functions in US,
but, as we had discussed in previous meetings, third parties could
undertake functions only if authorized. Essential element is that each
government permit functions be undertaken within own territory. If we
invited someone to do something of course we agree to their doing it
and would assist them.

19. Wang said “to agree” and “to invite” were two different things.
If US had invited GOI, then it appeared US had invited both UK and
GOL PRC had never invited UK to do anything. Merely said they
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would agree to UK performing functions and assist them. He had indi-
cated when UK invited by US, then PRC would agree and assist. There
would be no differences of opinion if I meant GOI invited by PRC and
US would agree and assist, but if I meant GOI was invited by US, then
he would have to consider statement was intentional distortion and
misrepresentation of agreed announcement. If by my statement that US
formally informed UK I meant US had formally invited UK, and if I
formally decleared this to be so in this meeting, then his government
would contact UK and express agreement it assume functions set forth
in agreed announcement with assistance PRC.

20. I said we had formally notified both UK and GOI immediately
and wonder what more we could do to put agreed announcement into
effect.

21. Wang replied if my statement today meant that I was formally
notifying him US had completed invitation UK, then PRC would con-
tact UK and give assistance.

22. T asked if, whatever word was used by his government, his gov-
ernment would promptly take action with respect UK so that it could
promptly undertake functions under agreed announcement.

23. Wang said if we had completed invitation process PRC would
certainly do its part and that what he meant was if US had transmitted
formal text to UK.

24. 1 said this had been done.

25. Wang said, very well, that meant we had invited UK and that
PRC had not, but that PRC had only agreed.

26. I asked if PRC would contact office of UK Charge in Peiping.

27. He said as a matter of course they would do whatever was
required under the agreement.

28. I then told him I would like to inform him about the publicity
carried in Chinese language press in US regarding agreed announce-
ment. I said in New York full text announcement carried in five Chi-
nese papers, and gave names. In San Francisco text carried in Chinese
World while news and editorials carried two other papers. Since these
publications circulate freely throughout US it was assured even Chinese
in US who did not understand English could have access text agreed
announcement.

29. I said at last meeting I had raised several questions regarding
implementation of agreed announcement with respect to Americans
on China mainland. I would appreciate it if he could give me fuller
answers to my questions than he had been able to last time.

30. Wang said he had nothing to tell me beyond what he had said
in the last meeting because at that time he told me all he was able to.
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31. I said I particularly wanted specific information on the health
and welfare of Americans not yet released.

32. Wang said he had nothing new to tell me. Reporting on the
condition of Americans in China was related to information on Chi-
nese in US on which he had received no information. He said he would
appreciate it if I could provide this information, and first of all provide
a list of their names and addresses. If I would give him information on
Chinese nationals then he would also give me information on Ameri-
cans in China.

33. I asked what nationals he wanted information about. As far as
I knew no Chinese nationals in the US were in jail.

34. Wang snapped that he wanted information on all his nationals
in the US including their names and addresses.

35. I asked if I understood him to say that his government was
unwilling to give us information on the health and welfare of Ameri-
cans in jail for which his government had a special responsibility and
whose names I had given him. I considered this very important. At last
meeting I had asked him how the Americans in jail who did not have
access usual forms of communication would be informed of agreed
announcement. I understood from him they would be informed by
persons reading and translating newspapers for them if they did not
understand Chinese language. Was he able to assure me this had been
done?

36. Wang replied this was an internal matter of concern to his gov-
ernment. He had already told me what was done and what he said still
holds. He added that health conditions of prisoners had already been
discussed during the talks between consular representatives. Also he
had informed me regarding implementation of agreed announcement
and notifying persons concerned and he would not repeat his remarks.
He hoped I would give him my opinion on the two items he had put
forward under agenda item two.

37.1said our first order of buiness was the return of nationals and
that I still considered it so. I had attempted fully, frankly and immedi-
ately inform him what we had done to implement agreed announce-
ment. Only by its implementation could we completely dispose of first
order of business we came here to discuss. I had hoped he could give
me information on implementation as he did at last meeting. I was dis-
appointed he had not given further information to me today. As he was
unable to do so, I said I wished refer briefly to that portion his state-
ment at last meeting and his public statement regarding talks at higher
level. I then read from prepared statement as follows:

38. A. “I simply want to say my government considers this to be a
procedural rather than a substantive matter. Therefore, it considers that
it cannot be properly included as a “practical matter at issue between
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the two sides” under the mutually agreed communique issued by our
two governments on July 25, and our agreed agenda.

B. I cannot but consider that such a proposal would nullify the
agreement we now have to discuss at the Ambassadorial level practical
problems at issue between our two governments.

C. My government is not prepared to substitute another forum for
this one. Neither is my government prepared now to discuss or agree
as to what will happen after our talks here have been concluded. We
would hope this would be when all practical matters at issue had been
disposed of. We feel that both sides should make a maximum effort
to settle ‘practical matters at issue’ in our talks here as already agreed
rather than propose another forum even before the two of us have
undertaken discussion of the second item of our agenda.”

39. Wang countered that according to the agreement at the outset
of our talks and with respect to his statement at the last meeting he
believed each side could raise issues it considered should be discussed
under item two. He had suggested two problems: embargo; second,
preparations for Sino-American negotiations at a higher level. He con-
sidered objective of talks was improvement relations two countries and
easing of tensions in Far East. Therefore, PRC did not consider that all
practical issues between US and China could be settled in these Ambas-
sadorial talks. He thought it would be more significant to refer these
issues to a meeting at a higher level. This proposal not only conformed
with desire two peoples and world public opinion but also conformed
with desire some high officials in US Government. Of course this was
his opinion regarding agenda item two and he was prepared to listen to
anything I wished to put forward.

40. Said I had nothing further to say this morning.

41. Wang said he had nothing further to say. He suggested we meet
again September 23.

42. In discussing release to press Wang suggested we issue state-
ment saying we had discussed (a) implementation of agreed announce-
ment and (b) item two.

43. T suggested we say we “discussed points of view with respect
to item two”.

44. We finally agreed on text Mytel 743.
Shillock
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211. Telegram 752 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 21, 1955, 10 a.m.

752. From Johnson. Deptel 757.

Name second Chinese listed apparently incomplete as received.
Confirm whether it Lee Cheng-Wu (repeat Lee Cheng-Wu).

Total number Chinese who departed US (repeat US) on Cleveland
September 17 would be useful to me for next meeting if available.

Helpful for me receive figures (not names) Chinese departing US
(repeat US) as promptly after their leaving as possible.

Shillock

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2155. Official Use Only;
Priority.

212. Telegram 753 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 21, 1955, 11 a.m.

753. From Johnson.

1. Re para 9 Deptel 745. Following appear to be some of consid-
erations to be taken into account with respect listing restitution seized
diplomatic and consular property:

A. Listing item will inevitably be interpreted by CHICOMS and oth-
ers as possibly remote but nevertheless definite step in contemplation
eventual recognition. From narrow standpoint continuation these talks
and release Americans this would be useful. Principal adverse factor to be
considered is effect in Taiwan.

B. What legal aspects may be; that is, can matter be handled with-
out sacrifice our position on GRC as de jure government of China?

C. CHICOMS may counter with item on release blocked accounts
in US.

L Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2155. Confidential; Limited
Distribution.
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D. CHICOMS may alternatively counter with position this not
“practical matter” unless and until recognition contemplated at which
time “will be easy to resolve”.

E. In unlikely event properties restored this would lead directly to
question UK representation US interests in PRC and reciprocal repre-
sentation PRC interests in US by GOL

FE. Have imperfect recollection concerning our returning title to
GRC properties acquired under surplus property agreement following
World War II. Am not clear what effect this would have on extent resti-
tution demand we would make on CHICOMS.

Shillock

213. Telegram 758 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 21, 1955, 4 p.m.

758. From Johnson.

1. Subject Department’s suggestions, at Friday’s meeting I
plan give Wang all further available info on our implementation of
announcement, inform him departure Tsien, numbers additional Chi-
nese who have departed, etc. Would hope could make unqualified
statement Indian Embassy already functioning as envisaged agreed
announcement.

2. Will then make carefully prepared and balanced statement noting
progress thus far made with respect PRC implementation announcement
but with note being serious dissatisfaction with rate of progress release of
Americans injail. Of 29 Americans in jail or under house arrest beginning
these talks have thus far promised release 10 of whom 9 out and 19 still
remain jail with no apparent steps taken effect their release. This is not
“expeditiously.”

3. Will also express dissatisfaction with his attitude at last meeting
on my request for info on health and welfare of Americans still in jail and
unanswered questions on implementation announcement.

4. Will also contrast our prompt action with respect India with
their dilatoriness with respect UK, working in latest available informa-
tion on this situation at time of meeting.

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93 /9-2155. Secret; Limited Distribution.



1955 281

5. Will express regret thus far been unable turn to item two
because their slowness disposing these matters and express hope
they will promptly remedy situation. On timing discussions item
two would maintain note in second sentence para 14 Mytel 725, that
is “when it was clear terms agreed announcement being faithfully
implemented.”

6. Iwould not plan at this meeting to use authority contained paras
6 and 8 Deptel 745 except in unlikely event it appeared necessary pre-
vent break, but would close on note of continued dissatisfaction and
waiting for them to act.

7. Wang will probably react sharply and meeting may well become
somewhat acrid but I feel it may be useful move at this time.

8. However in event that he informs me at meeting of release addi-
tional Americans and it also appears announcement has been imple-
mented with respect UK functions in PRC, I would respond with line
in paras 6 and 8 Deptel 745.

Shillock

214. Telegram 761 to Geneva'
Washington, September 21, 1955, 7:03 p.m.

761. For Johnson.

(a) Second name is Lee (or Li) Cheng-wu.

(b) INS reports total 56 Chinese left Los Angeles September 17 by
ship (presumably on Cleveland) of whom 38 reported destined main-
land China.

(c) As of September 21, cumulative total of confirmed departures
of Chinese for Far East since July 11 is 380.

(d) FYI. Cumulative total of Chinese who have left U.S. for all des-
tinations during same period is 714. Recommend you not volunteer
latter figure to Wang unless you deem it has utility overriding unde-
sirable implication that Chicoms have legitimate interest in movements
all Chinese to other parts of world. End FYL.

Hoover

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2155. Confidential. Drafted
by Nagoski; cleared in draft by McConaughy.
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215. Memorandum of Conversation, George and Robertson'

Vienna, Georgia, September 21, 1955

SUBJECT
U.S.-Red China Geneva Talks

PARTICIPANTS

Senator Walter E. George
Walter S. Robertson, Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern Affairs

Iarrived at Senator George’s office (in Vienna, Georgia) at 10:15 a.m.
EST and talked with him until 11:45 a.m., at which time a party of sev-
eral people arrived to see him by appointment. There was ample time,
however, for a complete review and discussion of the Geneva talks. I
opened the conversation by saying that the Secretary had wanted me
to come down to see him, to bring him up to date on the progress of
the Johnson-Wang talks, to explain the strategy we had followed and
planned to follow, to answer any questions he might have in mind, and
to receive any suggestions he cared to make.

I reviewed in some detail the situation with respect to Chinese stu-
dents in this country and of American nationals in China. Apparently,
he had not been entirely clear as to the facts of either situation and was
obviously interested in obtaining accurate information.

I reviewed the negotiations to date, calling his attention to the fact
that, despite Chou En-lai’s public statement that the repatriation of
civilians could quickly be settled because of the fact that so few Amer-
icans were involved, it had taken six weeks and fourteen meetings of
dogged insistence to get the Reds” public commitment to release all
civilians who desired to go home.

Senator George had not seen the full text of the September 10
Geneva announcement and read carefully, the copy I handed him. He
was very pleased with the implications of the wording but added that
in view of their protestations it was surprising that the Reds should
have taken six weeks to agree to the release of our nationals when two
weeks should have sufficed.

I then explained the respective positions of the Chinese Reds and
ourselves with respect to Item 2 of the agenda. I pointed out that the
subjects likely to be discussed under Item 2 would almost certainly gen-
erate emotional outbursts and prolonged deadlocks. We therefore felt
that we should not proceed to the discussion of other matters until we

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2155. Secret. Drafted by
Robertson.
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were satisfied that the public commitment to free all Americans desiring
to come home was being implemented in good faith. Otherwise, their
release might be long delayed and conceivably jeopardized altogether.
Senator George agreed. He said we were entirely correct, in our long six
weeks of negotiations, to accept nothing less than a public agreement to
free all Americans and, further, that in his opinion we should not now
proceed with other discussions until we were certain that the 19 impris-
oned Americans had been notified of their rights under the agreement
and that the British Chargé had been given access to the prisoners.

I then referred to the Red Chinese proposal that plans for negoti-
ations at a higher level be a subject for discussion under Item 2 of the
agenda. This presented a good opening to refer to the Gonzales (United
Press) story in the “Washington Post” of September 12 in which Senator
George was quoted as renewing “his call for a Foreign Ministers meet-
ing between the United States and Red China later this year.” Upon
reading the clipping I handed him, Senator George remarked that as
usual the reporter had reported only part of what he had said. I also
informed him of Wang’s statement (at the September 20 meeting) jus-
tifying his request for a high-level meeting on the ground that such
meeting was also desired by “some high American officials.” We both
agreed Wang was probably referring to the Gonzales story.

I explained our position that as Wang’s request for talks at a
higher level was procedural, not substantive, we could not consider
it “a practical matter at issue” falling within the agreement for the
Geneva talks represented by our mutually agreed communique of
July 25, that we are not prepared to nullify the agreement we now
have to discuss “practical matters at issue” at the ambassadorial level,
by substituting another forum for this one, and further that maximum
effort should now be made to settle “practical matters at issue” at
the ambassadorial level without prior commitment as to what would
happen when the current talks are concluded.

I informed Senator George of the two subjects we would push for
discussion. He did not recall that military personnel were still unac-
counted for and agreed that we should press for an accounting.

I reviewed the Red Chinese armistice violations in North Korea,
their covert activities in Indochina, and the war-like preparations on the
mainland of China opposite Formosa, as reasons why it seemed to us
that “Renunciation of Force” was a sine qua non for present discussions
in Geneva.

Senator George heartily agreed that we should press for a renunci-
ation of force at the Ambassadorial level and stated further that, unless
the Communists would agree to renounce force in the settlement of the
Formosa problem, we should not consider a conference at the foreign
ministers level.
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Senator George was obviously appreciative of my visit. Through-
out our discussions he was friendly, intensely interested and thor-
oughly cooperative in his attitude. He did not express a single dissent
from the positions we had taken or propose to take. As I left, he sent his
warm regards to the Secretary and asked me to assure him of his entire
approval of the course he was following.

I am certain that Senator George means to be helpful. However, he
is aging fast, has a poor memory and is an easy target for enterprising
reporters seeking a story. I do not believe he realizes that his telephone
interview with Gonzales was a violation of the promise he made the
Secretary some months ago to stop making public statements on del-
icate matters of foreign policy. Probably the best way to minimize his
getting off the track is to keep in constant contact with him.

216. Despatch 5 from Geneva'

No. 5 Geneva, September 21, 1955

REF
Geneva's Telegram 739, September 18, 1955

SUBJECT

Transmitting Letter Received from Ambassador Wang Ping-nan Regarding Imple-
mentation of the Agreed Announcement

There is enclosed a copy of the full text of the translation of a letter
addressed to me in Chinese by Ambassador Wang Ping-nan on Septem-
ber 16, 1955. The signed original of the Chinese letter was accompanied
by this translation which was evidently hastily done and contains some
inaccuracies. However, it has been checked with the Chinese text and
was found to be correct in its essential substance.

U. Alexis Johnson
American Ambassador

L Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2155. Confidential. Drafted
by Forman. Sent via air pouch.
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Enclosure
Letter from Wang to Johnson®

Geneva, September 16, 1955

Mr. U. Alexis Johnson:

At our September 14 meeting I informed you that the Chinese Gov-
ernment had published the full text of our Agreed Announcement at
the agreed time. I also proposed that the United States Government
should formally entrust the United Kingdom Government on the one
hand and the Chinese Government should formally entrust the Indian
Government on the other so as to complete the procedures of entrust-
ing the third powers. Then the Chinese Government should notify
the United Kingdom Government and the United States Government
should notify the Indian Government respectively extending their
agreement to the respective third powers being entrusted to assume the
functions stipulated in the Agreed Announcement of the Ambassadors
of China and the United States.

I am hereby instructed to inform you that after the United States
Government has formally entrusted the United Kingdom Government
the Chinese Government will notify the United Kingdom Government
of its agreement to the latter’s being entrusted by the United States
Government to offer the Americans who desire to return the various
assistance specified in our Agreed Announcement.

At the September 14 meeting you advised me that the United
States Embassy in New Delhi had informed the Indian Ministry of
External Affairs on September 11 and formally invited it to assume
the functions stipulated in the Announcement. This notification of the
United States Government can only be interpreted in the following
manner: The United States Government is aware that the Chinese
Government has previously indicated its readiness to the Indian Gov-
ernment to entrust India to extend assistance in the matter concerning
the return of Chinese nationals residing in the United States. During
these talks I again indicated to you on many occasions that the Chi-
nese Government would entrust the Indian Government to extend
assistance to Chinese nationals residing in the United States who
desire to return. Hence, the notification of the United States Govern-
ment to the Indian Government means the former’s agreement to the
Indian Government being entrusted by the Chinese Government and

2Confidential. The letter is marked “Translation.”
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the Chinese Government interprets and understands as such the Sep-
tember 11 notification of the United States Government to the Indian
Government.

It must be pointed out that our side has taken into account of
the difficult position in the diplomatic relations in which the United
States Government finds, and has acceded to your proposed text on the
entrusting of third powers in its present form in the Agreed Announce-
ment. However, on the concrete content with regard to the Chinese
Government'’s entrusting the Indian Government and the United States
Government’s entrusting the United Kingdom Government both sides
cannot have any other interpretation.

After the publication of our Agreed Announcement the Amer-
ican press including the United States Information Service invari-
ably made distorted interpretation at variance with the actual fact
of the text of the Agreed Announcement regarding the entrusting
of the third powers, alleging that the Chinese Government would
entrust the United Kingdom Government on the one hand and the
United States Government would entrust the Indian Government on
the other. The United States Government ought not to agree to such a
distorted interpretation.

We desire to know if the United States Government has formally
entrusted the United Kingdom Government and will appreciate a
confirmation in a reply letter to this effect if it has already done so,
so that I will be able to report promptly to my Government. Then
my Government will inform the United Kingdom Government of
its agreement to the latter’s being entrusted by the United States
Government.

(Signed) Wang Ping-nan

217. Telegram 6 from Geneva to Hong Kong'

Geneva, September 22, 1955, noon

6. Would appreciate any immediately available information
whether nine jailed Americans released from Communist China were
informed by prison officials of these negotiations or terms of agreed
announcement before their release. Wang has alleged remaining

1 Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.95A251/9-2255. Confidential;
Priority. Repeated to the Department of State as telegram 760.
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prisoners will be informed agreed announcement by having newspa-
pers read and if necessary translated to them.

Shillock

218. Telegram 764 to Geneva'

Washington, September 22, 1955, 4:53 p.m.

764. For Johnson.

(Code Room: Please repeat London’s 1119, Control No. 10430,
dated September 20, 1955)

Hoover
Acting

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2055. Confidential; Priority.
Drafted by McConaughy.

219. Telegram 766 to Geneva'

Washington, September 22, 1955, 4:56 p.m.

766. For Johnson. Your 758.

1. Your general course of action for September 23 meeting as pro-
posed reftel approved.

2. Department strongly endorses your intention make vigor-
ous representations regarding slow PRC implementation Agreed
Announcement, and totally unsatisfactory status PRC arrangements
for performance UK function. In fact such arrangements non-existent
so far as US Government aware. Wang should be severely taxed with
PRC non-compliance this obligation. It should be put to Wang that it
pressingly incumbent upon PRC afford conclusive evidence American

1 Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2155. Secret; Niact; Limited
Distribution. Drafted by McConaughy; cleared by Sebald and Phleger.
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nationals, including those in jail, have been informed their rights under
Agreed Announcement and that Office of UK Chargé has been given
necessary advice and facilities by PRC. As to those in jail, we should
insist that UK Chargé be given access to them, since they have no access
to him. US Government does not care whether PRC calls this approach
to UK Government invitation, notification or request. US Government
unable see that this is more than mere quibble. Essential objective is
inform Americans and enable UK Chargé to act. We will not allow this
question rest until satisfaction afforded.

3. Department requesting Embassy London inform you by direct
cable if possible in time for tomorrow’s meeting whether written For-
eign Office reply yet received to our note of September 12, and whether
any word yet received by Foreign Office from PRC as to arrangements
for performance UK function. Our reply to London’s 1034 has been
delayed from day to day in anticipation early word from Peiping.
Replies to London’s 1034 and 1119 will be repeated you in any event
before tomorrow’s meeting.

4. Re paragraph 5 reftel concur most unlikely that discussion
anything in regard to Item Two can appropriately take place at next
meeting in view scope and seriousness our unanswered questions on
implementation Agreed Announcement.

5. Indian Ambassador called at Department September 20 to dis-
cuss Indian role. He reaffirmed Indian acceptance and satisfactorily
cleared up all questions of interpretation which had occurred to him.
Expressed appreciation for US assurances full cooperation. Said dis-
charge Indian function will begin promptly.

6. FYI. We are working on draft letter from you to Wang requesting
accounting for 450 missing American servicemen, and on renunciation
force study. These are for possible introduction next week or later.

7.Re your 753, Subject Secretary’s approval we have discarded idea
of raising subject seized US Government properties on China mainland
in course these talks. END FYI

8. Department believes we should concentrate efforts and atten-
tion on implementation Agreed Announcement. We question advisabil-
ity devoting emphasis to demands for reports on health and welfare
jailed Americans about which we could do nothing. Most constructive
approach problem health and welfare prisoners would be their release.
However, you may wish seek reason why Kanady has not yet departed
and why Sister Dugay apparently unable leave Shanghai on SS HUNAN
(Hong Kong’s 630). We are suggesting to Maryknoll Mission that it repeat
its orders to Bishop Walsh (your 761) apply for exit permit.

Hoover
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220. Telegram 1624 to London'

Washington, September 22, 1955, 7:59 p.m.

1624. Your 1119. Department considers it mere Chinese Commu-
nist quibble whether GOI and UK should be “invited”, “notified” or
“requested” to perform allotted functions. Department naturally com-
municated with both GOI and UKG in regard U.S. interest in their func-
tions. It assumed PRC would do likewise.

PRC clearly obligated make arrangements necessary to enable UK
Government function. U.S. Government promptly discharged its obli-
gation to enable GOI to function.

Hoover
! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2055. Confidential. Drafted

by McConaughy; cleared by Sebald and Robertson. Repeated to Geneva for Johnson as
telegram 772.

221. Telegram 1625 to London'

Washington, September 22, 1955

1625. Your 1034. Department considers that under Agreed
Announcement, O’Neill should have access to detained Americans if
they are not given unimpeded access to O’Neill. Imprisoned Americans
in special situation where they unable exercise their rights under Agreed
Announcement unless PRC provides special facilities for information and
communication. Good faith on part of PRC in implementation Agreed
Announcement calls for extraordinary treatment these unfortunate per-
sons. PRC has particular responsibility to these persons made helpless
by its action. Repeat priority direct to Johnson Geneva any information
from Foreign Office re provisions made by PRC for O’Neill to perform
agreed function.

Hoover
1 Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-1455. Confidential; Priority.

Drafted by McConaughy; cleared by Robertson. Repeated Priority to Geneva for Johnson
as telegram 773. The time of transmission is illegible.
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222. Memorandum of Conversation, Richards and Robertson!

Washington, September 22, 1955

SUBJECT
U.S.-Red China Geneva Talks

PARTICIPANTS

Congressman James P. Richards
Walter S. Robertson, Assistant Secretary of State for Far Eastern Affairs

Congressman Richards had luncheon today with me at the Carl-
ton Hotel. I briefed him at length on the status of our talks with the
Red Chinese in Geneva, explaining the strategy we had followed in the
negotiations to date, would follow for the present and intended fol-
lowing in the future, along substantially the same lines as reported in
my conversation with Senator George in Vienna, Georgia on yesterday,
September 21st.

Congressman Richards heartily approved our position, recom-
mended that we be unyielding in insisting that the British Chargé in
Peiping be permitted personal contact with our imprisoned citizens
before discussing any subjects under Item 2 of the agenda and further
that we insist upon the Communists carrying out the agreement to
discuss “practical matters” at the Ambassadorial level without any
commitment from us as to a later conference at the foreign ministers
level.

Congressman Richards repeatedly emphasized that while he could
not speak for the Senate that the House would give overwhelming
approval to a firm line at this time.

[text not declassified]

Congressman Richards expressed deep appreciation for our cour-
tesy in bringing him up to date on our Geneva discussions and said that
we could count upon his full support in the course we were now fol-
lowing. He expressed fear, however, that pressure upon the President
by some of our allies and certain groups in this country would be such
that we would be tempted to weaken on the strong positions we had
heretofore taken on trade, recognition and UN membership.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2255. Secret. Drafted by
Robertson.
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223. Letter 9 from Johnson to McConaughy'

Letter No. 9 Geneva, September 22, 1955

Dear Walter:

First, let me thank you and all the others concerned for the instruc-
tions contained in Deptel 745. They were a model of clarity and gave
me enough latitude and alternative positions so that, on entering the
meeting, I felt completely confident of being able to meet any situation
that might arise.

Next, I refer to the suggestion contained in your letter of Septem-
ber 16 that individual letters signed by Mr. Robertson be sent to each
of the remaining Americans. I have serious doubts of the wisdom of
this, largely for the reason set forth in your letter. If I thought that by so
doing we might advance even by a single day the release of any of the
individuals, it would a somewhat different matter. However, I do not
see how it would do so and the only value might be in whatever lift it
would give to their morale. I intend to keep hammering at Wang on this
subject and we will see what the results will be. In the meantime my
alternative thought is that we suggest to each of the relatives who write
to the prisoners that they send them a copy of the Agreed Announce-
ment with one of their letters if they have not already done so. We
might send to each of them a mimeographed text for the purpose, but,
in order not to prejudice its delivery, would suggest that the relative not
mention this was being done at the Department’s instigation.

The code clerk problem is now very satisfactorily resolved through
your help as well as that of Mr. Carpenter with whom I raised the prob-
lem when he was through here last week. Please thank Bob Stufflebeam
for me. I know the problem that he faces.

I agree with the analysis that Wang’s unilateral public move on the
14th probably means that the Communists have made the decision that
further talks at this level have little or no value to them, and it will, there-
fore, become increasingly difficult to keep the ball rolling unless I am in a
position to introduce something that has even a slight substantive value
from their standpoint. All of this, of course, is related as well to the speed
with which we obtain the release of the remaining Americans.

I noted the policy information statement to USIA (Department’s
CA-2241, September 16) cautioned against the use of the term “agenda”.
Although this is a new thought to me, I see the Department’s point.
However, at least Wang and I have talked so much about agenda item

! Source: Department of State, Geneva Talks Files, Lot 72D415. Secret; Official-
Informal. Johnson signed the original “Alex.” A handwritten note on the letter indicates
it was received on September 26.
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one and agenda item two, and have also used the term in our routine
communiques of meetings, that the vocabulary has been well estab-
lished and it seems to me now difficult to avoid the use of the term.

With kindest regards to all,
Sincerely,

U. Alexis Johnson
American Ambassador

224. Telegram 767 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 23, 1955, 1 p.m.

767. From Johnson.

1. As expected today’s meeting became very acrid. I opened with
long statement along lines my 758, closing with statement when PRC
has “by its action, demonstrated that it is expeditiously carrying out
terms of agreed announcement, way will be cleared for discussion
issues each side wishes bring up under item two”. Hoped PRC will act
promptly so can quickly proceed to those discussions.

2. Wang replied by “formally informing” me that on September 22
note was sent to UK Charge Peiping in reply to note received from him
stating “UK had accepted US invitation” and way therefore cleared for
UK act in PRC.

3. Ignored remainder my questions, general line being all these mat-
ters now for third power, agreed announcement disposed agenda item
one, PRC will faithfully implement, and launched into strong attack on
my mention of 19, no Americans detained, only criminals in jail, have
admitted crimes of espionage and subversion, do aliens in US have free-
dom carry out subversive activities, etc., etc., and then at some length
flatly accused US of raising these issues deliberately in order to stall on
discussion item two, difficult understand since US had made original
July 25 proposal, etc.

4. He then continued with statement replying to my statement last
meeting on higher level meeting (text by separate tel). There was then
much vigorous give and take during which I ignored his reply on higher
level meeting and while acknowledging his statement UK now finally

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2355. Confidential; Niact;
Limited Distribution.
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able function, concentrated entirely on our dissatisfaction with imple-
mentation announcement. Of 29 Americans in jail when these talks
began 19 still there, this not “expeditious” release, no replies our request
for specific assurance each American in jail had been informed of agreed
announcement, freedom of communication with UK Charge, and ability
UK interview. These all problems of PRC implementation and not for UK
Charge. Stalling had been by PRC which unwilling to accept our original
proposal way to resolve item one was simply permit civilians return.

5. He expressed dissatisfaction I unwilling say anything this meeting
on item 2 and pressed me hard for commitment to discuss item 2 next
meeting, to which I expressed my strong dissatisfaction his lack of replies
on implementation announcement and refused make any commitment on
discussion item two. At close of meeting he stated that if at next meeting
we still refused discuss item two, “they would have to consider making a
public unilateral statement”.

6. Agreed on press communique identical with last meeting (Mytel
743) except for substitution “they continued to exchange information”
first portion second paragraph.

7. Next meeting Wednesday September 18.
Shillock

225. Telegram 768 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 23, 1955, 2 p.m.

768. From Johnson.

Believe it important O’Neill be well informed on substance my
exchanges with Wang on implementation agreed announcement with
respect UK and that he follow up at Peiping particularly with respect
info on agreed announcement to Americans in jail, their freedom com-
municate with him and his ability interview them when US desires
have facts case investigated accordance agreed announcement.

Would hope that prior next meeting I could have full info on what-
ever has up to that time transpired between himself and PRC this regard.

Shillock

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2355. Confidential; Priority.
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226. Telegram 770 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 23, 1955, 5 p.m.

770. From Johnson.

1. Believe today’s meeting very useful in bringing home to PRC
depth our dissatisfaction on implementation agreed announcement
and making it unmistakably clear we continue expect prompt action
on remaining 19.

2. As of today Wang is somewhat in doubt as to what exactly we
intend to do with respect item two. Last meeting I dealt with something
they had raised under item two, today I refused to deal at all with item
two, and my remarks have been sufficiently ambiguous that they are
now not entirely clear as to whether our intent is flatly to refuse discuss
item two until all remaining Americans are released or something short
of that. However it cannot but be perfectly clear to them that we expect
additional performance. I did not feel that I could today debate, how-
ever lightly, his reply to my statement at last meeting on higher level
talks without weakening impression I was attempting create.

3. Do not believe I could state our position any more forcefully
than I did today without going to next step of flatly refusing enter any
substantive discussion item two until every American released. In pres-
ent atmosphere I would have to quickly reveal whether or not we pre-
pared maintain such position up to point of break.

4. Although he today avoided word “break” this was somewhat
implied in his threat make public statement if we continue through next
meeting our refusal discuss item two. Do not believe their impatience is
feigned and it would not be possible keep talks going solely on today’s
note useful and important though I feel it has been.

5. Question is what we do if by time of next meeting there has been
no additional performance on their part. Believe that some sort addi-
tional reply to his statement today on higher level meeting and line in
paras 6 and 8 Deptel 745 would with some difficulty carry me though
next meeting or two but problem will be where we go from there. With
our having already rejected one of his two items and we apparently hav-
ing only two items there is not going to be much scope for an agenda
argument. It would, under these circumstances seem to me to be our best
tactic to attempt to focus on a substantive exchange on “no force” for as
long as we could keeping their item of trade embargo on ice for as long
as we could.

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2355. Secret; Priority; Limited
Distribution.
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6. It occurs to me that we may raise problems by attempting to
arrive at any formal agenda agreement on item two. For example, our
rejection of a higher level meeting as a suitable agenda item but our
acceptance of trade embargo may carry with it implication that we
are prepared to do something, however conditional, with respect to
latter. This implication might be avoided if no [omission in the origi-
nal—attempt?] was made to establish formal agenda. They in turn will
probably reject our item on persons missing from Korean War, or accept
it if we accept their item on higher level meeting. With respect to miss-
ing personnel from Korean War I find it difficult to formulate it as an
agenda item but am very clear that I could easily present simply as a list
of names and asking for a categorical yes or no as whether any are alive
in territory under their control.

7. With reference para 6 Deptel 766 I am doubtful desirability let-
ter from myself to Wang. I would prefer make presentation on missing
servicemen entirely informal and oral. With respect renunciation force
believe oral statement in meeting best form but could accordance our
standing arrangement give him copy my remarks this regard.

8. Depending upon nature my instructions for next meeting we
should be prepared for possibility Wang may implement his threat
issue public statement on our “stalling” on discussion item two. I will
submit draft for Department’s approval.

Shillock

227. Telegram 772 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 23, 1955, 10 p.m.

772. From Johnson.

1. At 1715 meeting, lasting one hour forty-five minutes, today
I opened with prepared statement.

2. I informed Wang that Dr. Tsien Shue-shen had departed Los
Angeles September 18, and 56 other Chinese had departed on same
ship. 151 others had departed by other means, so that cumulative total
of those who had left for Far East between July 11 and September 21
was 380.

1 Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2355. Confidential; Priority;
Limited Distribution.
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3. As I informed him at our last meeting, Indian Ambassador was
that day discussing with Department carrying out in US responsibilities
of GOI set forth in our agreed announcement. Those discussions were
quickly and successfully concluded and Ambassador informed Depart-
ment that Embassy of India was immediately undertaking to discharge
its functions in this regard.

4. I had given him foregoing information as further evidence that
my government was faithfully carrying out obligations it assumed in
issuing agreed announcement. As I had told him repeatedly, and as
agreed announcement confirmed, all Chinese in US who desired to
leave were free to do so. Furthermore my government promptly took all
necessary action so that GOI might undertake in US, at earliest possible
date, functions provided for under agreed announcement. My govern-
ment was taking every possible action faithfully and expeditiously to
fulfill obligations assumed under agreed announcement.

5. On other hand, I had only very limited information as to extent
his government was fulfilling obligations which it had assumed under
agreed announcement. In first place, although my government acted
immediately to permit GOI undertake in US its responsibilities under
agreed announcement, I did not have any information whether Gov-
ernment of the UK was yet able to carry out its responsibilities in his
country. I hoped he could give me definite information in this regard.

6. I said I was also disturbed by fact that at our last meeting he did
not give me any additional information concerning further appropriate
measures being taken by his government so that 19 Americans still in
jail could expeditiously exercise their right to return. Principal reason
that it took us so long to formulate and issue agreed announcement was
not only due to fact that his government refused release all Americans
detained in his country, but also because he had refused even to state
how long it would take before all Americans could be released. However,
he had said that if we could agree on and issue agreed announcement,
it would not only be possible to release a number of Americans imme-
diately, but that this would also facilitate release of the others. He had
assured me that his government would act promptly to complete review
of these additional cases. We had agreed on word “expeditiously” in
agreed announcement, Chinese equivalent of which he explained meant
“very quickly.” Although I had not been satisfied with lack of an express
statement on when all Americans would be allowed to leave his country,
I finally accepted his assurances that time would not be long.

7. Nearly two weeks had now passed since issuing of agreed
announcement. Of twenty-two people on whom he had told me action
was being completed to permit their departure, nine had come out, and
we looked forward to early arrival of the others. However, with respect
to 19 others I have still heard nothing. [ was beginning to be concerned
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over his government'’s interpretation of word “expeditiously.” Not only
had none of these 19 persons been released, but he had refused to tell
me anything about their present health and welfare, to confirm whether
they had been individually informed of terms of agreed announce-
ment, to say whether and how long they would be permitted to com-
municate with British Charge d’Affaires, or to say whether latter would
be permitted interview them. His refusal thus far give me this infor-
mation regarding implementation of agreed announcement increased
my concern over these 19 Americans and raised serious question in my
mind as to whether his government would permit these persons depart
“expeditiously” as provided in agreed announcement.

8. I'said that at our 15th meeting he had said he regarded it as “pecu-
liar and regrettable” that I expressed unwillingness to begin discussion
of item two before it was clearly apparent that agreed announcement
issue under item one was being faithfully implemented. I could not agree
with him on this. It seemed to me that when two parties were attempting
to settle issues between them, only the faithful carrying out of obligations
assumed could establish essential basis of mutual confidence for going
on to settle other issues. Surely, it was not going to be possible for us
to settle other issues until each of us was satisfied that other party was
promptly and effectively implementing undertakings arrived at under
item one of agenda. Once his government had, by its action, demon-
strated that it was expeditiously carrying out terms of agreed announce-
ment this would clear path for discussion of issues which each side
wished bring up under item two. I hoped that his government would
promptly act with regard to this matter so that we could quickly proceed
to those discussions.

9. Wang said, first he wished formally inform me that in for-
mal note to his government, Government of UK had said it accepted
invitation of Government of US to take care of American nationals in
China. In formal reply to Government of UK on September 22 PRC had
agreed that UK would assume functions in China set forth in agreed
announcement.

10. He said after some 40 days of discussion agenda item one
regarding return of civilians we finally reached agreement and this item
had now been disposed of. Question now before us was faithful imple-
mentation of agreement by both sides. His government was entirely
willing to carry out agreement faithfully and he hoped US Government
would do same. After agreement had been concluded both sides respec-
tively invited third powers perform functions provided for. Therefore,
for implementation of agreed announcement in future we would espe-
cially rely on government of third powers entrusted by each side.
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11. Reference had been made in my statement to the 19 Americans
who had committed crimes and to others being detained in his country.
He resolutely opposed allegation that Americans being detained. Only
US Government had illegally detained Chinese in US. Innocent Chinese
nationals had been illegally detained by US. This action was violation
of legal freedom of Chinese nationals and also violated practices under
international law. As to Americans in China his side had never detained
any of them. Those who were in prison had been prosecuted according
to Chinese law because they had violated Chinese law. Recently a num-
ber of Americans who had violated Chinese law had been released. He
was sure [ was well aware of crimes they had committed in his country
because their account had been reported in newspapers. All of them had
admitted they had committed crimes and also admitted they were pun-
ished lightly. According to statements made by Americans themselves
they admitted they had carried out espionage. He asked if any aliens in
US had right to carry out subversive activities against US Government.
Were all those in US jails Americans, or were there also some aliens?

12. He said I had put forward repeated claims regarding the 19
Americans and that he had repeatedly made clear his government’s
stand. He had made clear his position in a spirit of maximum concili-
ation. His government had reviewed a number of cases, had released
a number and had advanced release of a number who had committed
crimes. As to remainder, he had made clear his government’s attitude
on way their cases would be handled and that had been made a mat-
ter of record in our talks. PRC willing to conduct reviews of cases in
light of agreement, in accordance with degree of each offense and also
taking into account improvement of relations between our two coun-
tries. When results these reviews available, his side would inform third
power concerned.

13. He said he had made very clear his government’s position on
countless occasions, but in spite of this I again put forward question of
19 Americans. He recalled I had on more than one occasion stated I was
not attempting interfere internal affairs or violate sovereignty of China.
However, it hard for him to explain why I again brought forward ques-
tion 19 Americans if it was not interference in juridical processes and
violation of sovereignty China. His country had no desire violate sov-
ereignty other states but on other hand had no intention permit anyone
else violate its sovereignty.

14. He said reference had been made to idea that agreed announce-
ment should be implemented immediately without regard for fact that
not all Chinese in US could return immediately to China. This inter-
pretation of agreement was being used as pretext to intentionally stall
talks. This intentional stalling was not conducing to success of talks
nor to implementation of agreement. It was intentional stalling. We had
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spent 40 days to reach agreement and after agreement two more weeks
had passed. It would not contribute to progress of talks if we now ret-
rogressed. This was an obstruction to our entering upon discussion
of item two. (He then made statement on higher level talks contained
immediately following tel.)

15. I replied I was pleased to note arrangement apparently being
made so that UK could undertake functions in his country as set forth
in agreed announcement.

16. I had to make it clear I could not consider that agenda item one
was finally disposed of until it had been made clear all Americans in his
country who desire to return had been enabled to do so. We had issued
agreed announcement which I expected would facilitate resolution
this question. We each undertook obligations in that announcement.
We each agreed third countries would have certain functions in each
of our countries. Third countries could be of some assistance, but there
were portions of announcement which could only be implemented by
our own governments. I had fully, frankly and completely informed
him immediately of action we had taken to implement announce-
ment. I thought it entirely reasonable that we should expect from his
side information regarding steps taken to implement announcement.
In announcement each government had stated it would further adopt
measures so that Chinese and Americans who desired to do so could
expeditiously exercise their right to return. He had asked whether all
Chinese in the US who desired to leave could immediately do so. My
answer was, yes. There was no action my government had not taken
which it could be expected to take in order to permit Chinese in the
US to return. I had already informed him of the numbers who had left
US for Far East. If any Chinese were still remaining in US today it was
entirely at their own choice.

17. Although he had said he could not accept my statement that
19 Americans were still detained in his country and although he had
accused me of again putting forward question of 19 I had done so and
must continue to do so until they were enabled to return. Whatever
reasons might be given, there certainly was no more effective meas-
ure which could be taken for detaining a person than keeping him
in jail. He had said I stated I had no intension of interfering with his
legal processes or sovereignty or of dictating to him what measures
he should take, and that was correct. I referred only to that portion of
agreed announcement which contained a statement by him on behalf
of his government that his government had adopted and would further
adopt measures so Americans could expeditiously return. I was not
attempting to tell him how to implement the agreement. I was merely
asking for information on how it was being implemented.
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18. I continued that release of Americans in jail was something
over which third power could have no control. It was something
which only action by his government could resolve. I had asked him
few, simple, straightforward questions on aspects of implementation
on which I did not consider I had received satisfactory replies. I had
asked for specific information whether each American in jail had been
informed of terms agreed announcement. I understood there was
general arrangement for giving news to people in jail by which they
would normally have been informed. It certainly should be possible
for his government to let us know and confirm whether this had been
done with respect informing American prisoners of agreed announce-
ment. I had also asked for information on arrangements for such per-
sons to communicate with office UK Charge. It should certainly be
possible for him to tell me whether these arrangements had been made,
also whether arrangements had been made so that UK Charge could
interview these persons. These were all matters which we considered
very important in implementation of announcement.

19. T then said he had spoken of stalling. When we came here
August 1, I had proposed arrangement which would immediately and
quickly dispose of first item so that we could go on to second item. I
proposed simply that his government take same action as my govern-
ment: that is, any action necessary permit Americans leave. This would
have been simple, straightforward, natural way solve this problem. His
government did not see fit accept this proposal. I did not intend go
back over that argument, but delay was due entirely his government’s
unwillingness accept that reasonable, simple proposal. Of 29 Ameri-
cans in jail August 1, who [all?] were still there.

20. Wang replied since we now have agreement, question is imple-
mentation of agreement. There was no question about fact that meas-
ures would be further adopted as provided in agreed announcement.
He had made it very clear actions and measures his side had adopted
to implement agreement, and they showed that his side was earnestly
implementing agreement. This was a matter of common sense used in
implementing agreement. He was not a machine like a gramophone
to play the same record every time I asked. He wanted to point out
clearly that there was no provision in the agreement that any particular
individual would depart from China at a certain fixed year, month, day
or hour. If we had been able to arrive at an agreement providing for a
precise date and hour on which each individual would return, what
would have been the use of an agreement of the kind we concluded?
This agreement had concerned civilians and not the return of criminals
or law offenders. He stated I had said that all Chinese who desired
return could. However, how could they return in a matter of weeks?
He again requested me for a complete list of names and addresses of



1955 301

his nationals so that his government could confirm whether those who
desired to return could actually do so.

21. He said delay in past during first phase of talks was entirely due
my insistence on return these criminals. My insistence and demands
contained an element of infringement on his sovereignty. The imple-
mentation of the agreement on the return of civilians could never be
made an obstacle to the discussion of item two. His side considered
this argument was an excuse and a pretext which he interpreted as an
attempt at intentional stalling. He could not see why we should again
return to our repeated discussion of item one.

22. He said we had come here for talks as a result proposal ini-
tiated by our side. Furthermore his side had accepted an agenda
which had been proposed by our side. He had come to talks to resolve
questions and to make progress. He was not here to further discuss
agreement concluded two weeks ago, and he could see no reason for
our stalling these talks. He had put forward two topics for discussion
under agenda item two. At last meeting I had given my opinion and
now he had commented on my opinion. I had said I would discuss
practical matters at issue between the two countries and he was pre-
pared to do likewise.

23. I replied he had said something which I wanted to be sure I
understood. Was it correct he considered terms of agreed announce-
ment did not apply to persons in prison in his country?

24. Wang said he did not say that agreed announcement did not
apply to persons in prison. Agreement concerned return of civilians
rather than return of persons who had committed crimes. Cases of
latter must necessarily be handled according to Chinese law. It was
a matter of course for a sovereign state to deal with these cases, as it
also conformed with practice in international law. Any demand that
these persons did not come under Chinese law was tantamount to an
unequal treaty known as extraterritoriality. A country which could be
so humiliated had perished forever.

25. I remarked I simply wanted to say that I had asked what I
thought are reasonable questions regarding implementation of agreed
announcement. I was sorry I could not say replies I had received had
been satisfactory. I had noted UK Charge now being able assume his
functions. I hoped at next meeting I would have replies to questions I
had raised today.

26. Wang asked if I had any comment regarding his proposals for
topics under item two.

27.1said I had no more to say today.

28. Wang asked if I could state whether next time I would be able
to comment on his proposals.
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29.Ireplied I had nothing more to say than what [ had said already.

30. Wang said he could not consider way these talks are being con-
ducted as satisfactory. Did I mean to say US was not willing to discuss
item two?

31.Istated  had not said that. I had made some remarks on subject
at last meeting.

32. Wang asked whether then I agreed to enter into discussion item
two at next meeting.

33. I asked if he would at next meeting give me answers to ques-
tions I had asked him today on implementation.

34. Wang said he had already replied to my questions. He had told
me that UK had been formally notified by his government. These talks
between the two countries had been initiated by the US. Communique
issued by two governments had confirmed the two items for agenda.
On August 1 we had agreed on these two items of agenda. At 14th
meeting we had reached agreement on first item. Talks should immedi-
ately proceed to second item after agreement reached on first. At 15th
meeting he had put forward two proposals to discuss under second
item. At 16th meeting US side had made observations on one of his two
proposals under second item. Today at 17th meeting I had not been
willing discuss second item at all. It seemed somewhat farcical to him
that such serious talks between our countries should be conducted this
way. If we were to go on like this he would have to consider it inten-
tional stalling and wasting of time on our part. If at next meeting US
still not in position to discuss item two, his side would have to consider
issuing a public unilateral statement to let public opinion pass on this
matter.

35. I said I had nothing more to say and suggested we meet again
September 28.

36. We agreed on statement for press identical with one issued fol-
lowing last meeting with addition word “continued” paragraph two.

Shillock
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228. Telegram 773 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 23, 1955

773. From Johnson.

1. Following is full account Wang's prepared statement referred to
in para 4 Mytel 767.

2. He said he was now going to make some observations regarding
two points he had raised at 15th meeting. He recalled that at last meeting
I had said that his proposal regarding preparations for Sino-American
negotiations at a higher level was a procedural and not a substantive
matter. He had indicated he could not agree with this position. Now he
wished to further clarify point of view of his side.

3. He said it had been stated in July 25 agreed announcement on
convening of these talks that they would be conducted “in order to aid
in settling matter repatriation civilians who desired return their respec-
tive countries and to facilitate further discussions and settlement of cer-
tain other practical matters now at issue between both sides.” At outset
of talks two items had been agreed upon for agenda on basis July 25
agreed announcement. Obviously item two had never meant to exclude
discussion and settling at conference on higher level those practical
matters this conference not able to solve. On the contrary it was the
function of these talks to make arrangement for practical and physi-
cal channels through which these practical matters might be solved.
Hence his proposal was consistent with both the agreed announcement
of July 25 and the agenda for these talks. It was of very great practical
significance to discuss the removal of tension between China and US in
Taiwan area. Importance this matter recognized by general public opin-
ion and many important leaders in US. If we had any concrete opin-
ions on relaxing tensions in Taiwan area he certainly would be glad
to hear them. When we came to a discussion of agenda item two each
side could raise problems it thought should be considered and so we
would be free to exchange views. He said I had approved this idea but
now nearly two weeks had passed since agreement reached on agreed
announcement and, while he had put forward two items for discussion,
I had today failed to express any views on them or to put forward any
ideas of my government.

LSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2355. Confidential; Priority;
Limited Distribution.
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4. Wang said he could not but feel that this state of affairs was
unsatisfactory and he hoped I would put forward concrete views with-
out further delay.

Shillock

229. Telegram 776 to Geneva'
Washington, September 23, 1955, 6:11 p.m.

776. For Johnson.

Chicom propaganda on international subjects during past week
continued stress Communist efforts ease international tensions and
gave considerable attention Geneva talks. Peiping states agreement
item one welcomed by world opinion as “new event in Sino-US rela-
tions.” Nevertheless regarding Geneva talks, Peiping took occasion
criticize US on three points. US charged 1) with refusal move on to
item two of agenda before implementation of agreement item one;
2) of distorting agreement on item one; and 3) violating agreement
procedure releasing news. Peiping asserted these actions perpetrated
“with ulterior motives” for purpose “obstructing” talks and “prevent-
ing conciliation.”

Regarding first criticism Peiping harped on alleged US violation
“normal procedures of international conferences” stating that when
agreement reached on item one it “common sense” proceed to item two.
US “return” to item one portrayed as contrary to “unanimous wish of
peace-loving people” and Times of India quoted to effect US stand “may
virtually block further progress.” US also accused attempting keep
item one open to put pressure on Peiping in conduct domestic matters
and prevent further negotiation since US has “5000” Chinese students
“return” of whom would require long time.

Criticism two maintained US had stated China would invite UK
assist return to US of Americans wishing return to US while US would
invite India. Peiping appeared to read into alleged USIS treatment indi-
cation US intends not repeat not invite UK and charged US with schem-
ing to stall current talks and “obstruct operation of agreement.”

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2355. Confidential. Drafted
by Jacobson; cleared by McConaughy and in IAD.
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In third criticism Peiping claimed US had violated agreement news
release when US delegation unilaterally on evening after 15th meeting
reportedly released statement on “contents of the talks” together with
announcement that Johnson regarded it “premature” proceed to item
two. Peiping also gave much publicity two topics Chicoms introduced
for consideration under item two.

People’s Daily September 19 published article by one Stetson Kennedy,
identified as US writer, on “plight” Chinese students “forcibly detained”
in US. Article charged students treated “like criminals” through curtail-
ment movement, “relentless surveillance” and interrogations.

Taiwan receded further in background. Chiang reported forming
committee for return of 6,000 students from US in order gain control
over students and prevent foreign minister level talks between Chicoms
and US.

NCNA publicized “mass airlift exercise recently” of US Air Divi-
sion, saying US aircraft completed airlift of 18th Fighter-Bomber Wing
from Okinawa to “forward bases” on Taiwan. Same report charged US
had earlier increased jet fighter force on Taiwan, which now training
under “combat simulated conditions.”

Commenting on UNGA session Ta Kung Pao charged US has com-
pelled UN become tool of its “policy of strength.” Paper added UN
founded on principle “universal membership” and should be open
all countries and that through US “obstruction” 600 million Chinese
deprived of “legitimate rights.”

Dulles

230. Telegram 777 to Geneva'

Washington, September 23, 1955, 6:34 p.m.

777. For Johnson.

Chinese departures. In future telegrams this subject code word
FEDEP rpt FEDEP will mean cumulative total as of given date of con-
firmed departures Chinese nationals destined Far East since July 11.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2355. Official Use Only.
Drafted by Nagoski; cleared in substance by Newton (Telegraph Branch).
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Code word ALDEP rpt ALDEP will refer total for all destinations. Lat-
ter figure to continue FYI at your discretion.

As of September 23, FEDEP 378. ALDEP 721.
Dulles

231. Telegram USITO 51 to Geneva'

Washington, September 23, 1955, 6:36 p.m.

USITO 51. Joint State-USIA Message. For Johnson and Garnish.

View criticalness Geneva talks, Garnish stories for wireless file
will be accepted here as definitive subjected no editing that may distort
meaning on understanding clearance Ambassador Johnson obtained
all items filed on Talks.

Streibert

L Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2355. Confidential. Drafted
by Meiklejohn; cleared in USIA by Hutchinson, Zorthian, and Stephens and by Lindbeck,
and McConaughy.

232. Memorandum from Robertson to Dulles!

Washington, September 23, 1955

SUBJECT
Conversations with Senator George and Congressman Richards
I visited Senator George at his office in Vienna, Georgia, on the 21st

and had luncheon with Congressman Richards here in Washington on
the 22nd. Memoranda of the conversations are attached.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2355. Secret. Drafted by
Robertson. The attachments are printed as Documents 215 and 222.
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I briefed them both in detail on the subject of our talks with the
Red Chinese in Geneva. I explained the positions we had taken up to
the present and planned to take in the future. Both gentlemen expressed
unqualified approval of the course we were following. Both stated that
in their opinion we should not proceed to a discussion of “practical
matters” under item 2 until we were satisfied that our jailed citizens
in China had been notified of their rights under the agreement of Sep-
tember 10th and further that the British Chargé in Peiping had been
allowed personal communication with them.

They both agreed that we should insist that the Communists carry
out their agreement for the discussion of “practical matters” at issue at
the Ambassadorial level. Both agreed that the renunciation of force was
a proper subject for discussion under item 2.

Senator George emphasized that we should not consider a confer-
ence between you and Chou En-lai until the Communists had publicly
renounced the use of force in the settlement of the Formosa problem.
I inferred from Congressman Richards’ conversation that he did not
consider that a foreign ministers conference was called for under any
conditions.

233. Letter 15 from McConaughy to Johnson'

Letter No. 15 Washington, September 23, 1955
Dear Alex:

The threat of hurricane Ione caused the last courier plane to leave
Washington ahead of schedule and knocked out our September 19
pouch. Hence the long interval.

Despite the uncertainty as to when you will get into the substance
of Item Two, we are going ahead with work on our two items. Bill
Godel and Kelleher of Defense have worked up a draft letter from you
to Wang on the 450 missing servicemen which they are to submit to us
for our comments today. They say it is a forthright and fairly strong
presentation although it carefully avoids alleging that we have evi-
dence that any of the men are presently alive and in Communist hands.
Enclosed is a memo on this subject which we received from Defense

! Source: Department of State, Geneva Talks Files, Lot 72D415. Secret; Official-
Informal.
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on the 16th. We understand this was drafted by Godel and it does not
accord in every respect with what Col. Monro, the Defense Prisoner
Officer, had told us the day before.

On the “renunciation of force”, we expect to work up a brief
study with the assistance of Mr. Phleger. It will be based on the
thinking of the Secretary which has been reflected in a number of his
speeches and conversations. It was touched on lightly in his UNGA
speech yesterday. We will follow this line closely but will try to elab-
orate somewhat on it. The Secretary read the latter half of your letter
No. 7, when we briefed him and received new guidance from him at his
home on September 18 right after his return from Duck Island. So the
Secretary is aware of the general nature of your forebodings about the
“no force” issue. In general we attach more weight than you apparently
have so far to the commitment we have from the GRC in the Exchange
of Notes of Dec. 10 pursuant to the Mutual Defense Treaty. Admittedly
this commitment has not prevented and will not prevent minor sea, air
and artillery incidents. But these are mere pin pricks which are going
to have to be considered as something which must be lived with in
the present situation. We must look to the central issue which is major
invocation of force for a general offensive purpose. On this we have
commitment from the Nationalists which ties in with our own renun-
ciation. We believe this should give you a somewhat stronger position
than you have recognized. But admittedly you would have to develop
a tactic for brushing aside the small incidents as trivial and inevitable,
as not essentially bearing on the central issue.

Mr. Robertson flew to Georgia to see Senator George on Sept. 21
and had a long luncheon talk with Cong. Richards yesterday. Both talks
were extremely satisfactory. They both expressed the very emphatic
view that we should not be drawn into any substantive discussions
of Item Two until all Americans have been informed of their right to
return and given access to the British Charge. Sen. George felt that
the position on a Foreign Ministers Conference attributed to him in
the newspapers on September 12 was inaccurate. He said that he had
never unequivocally advocated a meeting at the Foreign Minister level
in the present situation. He felt that the talks should be continued at the
Ambassadorial level which is appropriate for all the pending questions.
He felt that in no event should a high level meeting be considered so
long as the PRC has not renounced the use of force.

It will be a great help to us to get Ralph Clough back here. We
expect to send his orders as soon as we can line up an able officer from
Geneva or nearby post to help you on a part time basis. We would
expect him to take the notes at the meeting and help draft the reports
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afterwards. We may have to rely on some of our friends to help us out
in view of the acute personnel shortage at all our Swiss posts.

Army and Defense are working on the Ekvall problem. They are
wondering how they can maintain the present basis, much less improve
the basis. But we hope to work it out.

Your letter No. 8 of Sept. 15 came on the 21st. Our telegram 745
would seem to answer the points raised in the first paragraph on page
two of your letter.

I know of no disposition to change the basic trade policy at this
time. Undoubtedly other countries are going to raise the question of
multilateral relaxation in the CG and COCOM meetings next month.
Admiral Delaney and Bob Barnett are already in London for a prepara-
tory discussion. Our position on the multilateral issue has not yet been
passed on by the highest level, and there may be a little more flexibility
than on the domestic total embargo policy.

Our FE/P are looking into the matter of the objectionable Sept. 12
radio bulletin put out by USIA. I don’t know how they got off base
on this, but we intend to find out. I am enclosing a study prepared by
Jacobson of DRF on “Reactions in Chinese Communities to the Geneva
Announcements”.

We were interested in the Peking Opera and the New York Philhar-
monic items. Mr. Robertson read your entire letter with interest.

Regards and good wishes,
Sincerely,

Walter P. McConaughy

Enclosures:
1. Defense Memo on Missing Servicemen.

2. DRF Memo on Reactions in Chinese Communities to Geneva
Announcements.
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234, Telegram 7 from Geneva to Hong Kong'

Geneva, September 26, 1955, 5 p.m.

7. From Johnson.

Nicholson, American Red Cross, would appreciate information
from you and/or Tomlin on whether American civilians recently
released from prison report having received packages transmitted at
Hong Kong through Red Cross channels.

Shillock

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2655. Official Use Only.
Repeated to the Department of State as telegram 775.

235. Telegram 777 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 26, 1955, 5 p.m.

777. From Johnson.

1. Reference para 8 Mytel 770 following is draft of suggested state-
ment to be issued here by “US spokesman” under circumstances set
forth that para. Statement might, of course, require some revision in
light developments at meeting but it would be important it be issued
immediately following any statement by Wang.

2. “The present series of talks between Ambassador Wang and
Ambassador Johnson were undertaken on the initiative of the United
States Government in the hope that this might bring about the release
of the Americans still detained in mainland China and thus provide
basis for discussing and settling other practical matters at issue between
the two sides. After more than five weeks of discussion, an agreed
announcement was issued on September 10, in which the PRC pub-
licly acknowledged that Americans in the PRC who desired to return
to the US were entitled to do so and committed itself to adopt further
appropriate measures ‘so that these persons could expeditiously exer-
cise their right to return’. In the same announcement, the PRC also set

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2655. Secret; Limited
Distribution.
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forth certain functions which representatives of the UK in the PRC were
to undertake with respect to the departure of Americans who desired
to return to the US.

3. “The United States Government hoped and expected that this
clear commitment by the PRC would be promptly and faithfully imple-
mented and that the talks could then immediately proceed to the dis-
cussion of the other practical matters in accordance with the statement
of July 25 issued by the US Government and PRC. Unfortunately,
although nearly three weeks have passed since the issuance of the
agreed announcement, nineteen Americans still remain imprisoned in
the PRC and the PRC has refused to give any indication when they may
be able to return. This raises serious question as to how the PRC inter-
prets its commitment to allow these persons to ‘expeditiously exercise
their right to return.’

4. “The United States Government is also concerned because it
has not been possible, up to the present time, even to learn whether
and how the PRC is implementing its undertaking to arrange for the
United Kingdom to assist the return of Americans. It was not until
September 23, or 13 days after the issuance of the announcement, the
US was informed by the PRC that the UK had been enabled to under-
take its functions in the PRC. Furthermore, despite continued requests,
the PRC still declines to confirm whether all jailed Americans have
even been informed of the terms of the agreed announcement and
whether they will be granted access to the UK representative in the
PRC. It is particularly difficult to understand this situation in the light
of Mr. Chou En-lai’s statement just prior the opening of these talks to
the effect that it would be easy to resolve the problem of Americans
in the PRC.

5. “The fact is that today—more than 8 weeks since the start of the
talks—only one-third of the jailed Americans have been released.

6. “The United States Government, for its part, not only reiterated
in the agreed announcement its previous assurance that Chinese in the
US who desire to return to the PRC are free to do so, but also promptly
arranged for the GOI to undertake the functions set forth in the announce-
ment. The PRC has been kept currently informed of all steps being taken
by the US Government in this regard.

7. “The US continues to hope that the PRC will, for its part, quickly
take steps to implement its commitments so that these talks may
promptly move on to the discussion of other practical matters”.

Shillock
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236. Telegram 4 from USUN to Geneva'

New York, September 26, 1955, 11 p.m.

4. For Johnson.

Your 770. Following instructions for your September 28 meeting
have been personally cleared with the Secretary in New York.

1. You are to conduct discussions so that no legitimate basis given
for other side to break them off.

2. You should continue pressing implementation agenda item
one, pointing out failure to give information to Americans, etc., as dis-
closed Hong Kong’s 66 to Geneva and lack action remaining detained
Americans.

3. We note with satisfaction your refutation Wang’s attempt to con-
tend that imprisoned Americans not included agreed announcement.
Announcement applies to all (repeat all) American civilians without
distinction and Communists must be held absolutely to this.

4. After covering implementation item 1 you can proceed to dis-
cuss subjects for listing item two. You should note as subject we propose
(a) accounting for US military personnel and (b) renunciation of use of
force in Taiwan area. Continue maintain position high level talks out of
order on grounds set forth our 745. After discussion as to items for listing
agenda item 2 further consideration should then be put over until next
meeting, set as far in future as possible.

5. By separate telegram we are sending you substance statements on
accounting for military personnel and renunciation use of force. Request
your comments. These designed for use subsequent meetings but could
be used on emergency basis this meeting if you believe break imminent.

6. With respect to Wang’s item “question of embargo”, you are
authorized to accept it for listing, provided he accepts our items, and
subject to condition that item “renunciation of force” has priority.

Dulles

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2655. Secret; Priority;
Repeated to the Department of State as telegram Dulte 1.
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237. Telegram 779 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 27, 1955, 11 a.m.

779. From Johnson.

1. Greatly appreciate instructions contained New York’s 4 repeated
Dept Dulte 1.

2. With respect second sentence para 4 suggest “possible presence
in PRC of missing US military personnel” for listing missing US mili-
tary personnel item.

3. This would be consistent with form presentation this subject I dis-
cussed while in Washington and with Hammarskjold (Mytel 257).

4. While I have not yet received statements mentioned para 5,
New York’s 4, believe that demand for “accounting” open to following
objections:

A. Question of “accounting” is primarily between UN and Com-
munist commands in Korea and thus subject for MAC.

B. Raising question as “accounting” gives CHICOMS opportunity
of rejecting question on foregoing grounds as not properly “practical
question” involving only US and PRC or introducing here our account-
ing for 21,000 Chinese.

C. Our raising question as “accounting” in these talks tends weaken
our position on UN character command in Korea and by making one
aspect Korean armistice implementation subject of US-PRC bilateral
conversations.

5. It seems to me type of presentation I have in mind which is fore-
cast by form I propose for listing not subject foregoing objections.

6. With reference para 6 New York’s 4 it will be difficult for me
maintain position priority for both our subjects over only PRC subject
we willing accept. While I would of course do so in initial presenta-
tion do not see how I will be able maintain priority for “renunciation
of force” over “embargo” unless I concede lower position to “missing
military personnel”.

7. Would appreciate Department’s comments and instruction prior
to tomorrow’s meeting.

Shillock

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2755. Secret; Niact; Limited
Distribution.
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238. Telegram 780 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 27, 1955, noon

780. From Johnson.

1. Nicholson AmRedCross who is here for League Executive Com-
mittee meeting called on me yesterday. He said CHICOMS as well as
Soviet bloc delegations were here in full force exuding sweetness and
light. Soviet delegation was attempting “team up” with US group and
suggesting “close cooperation”.

2. He mentioned to me possibility some resolution on Commie
holding prisoners as political hostages. Told him I could not speak for
Department on general subject but with respect CHICOMS suggested
most useful line for him in and out of meetings would be concentrate on
welfare aspects such as packages, mail etc., where CHICOM perform-
ance very unsatisfactory and matter was direct and immediate Red Cross
concern. Explained to him why I had not done so. Thought it would be
useful for him do so both from standpoint improving plight remaining
prisoners and offsetting pious expressions by CHICOM Red Cross group.

3. Also spoke to him concerning Czech attitude toward US on dis-
tribution flood relief grain last year.

4. He expressed appreciation my offer see and consult with him as
he considered desirable.

Shillock

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2755. Confidential.

239. Telegram 784 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 27, 1955, 4 p.m.

784. From Johnson.

1. Frederic C. Harnden, Shanghai representative, First National
City Bank of New York is as far as I know only remaining foreigner

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2755. Confidential. Repeated
to London as telegram 558.
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Communist China prevented from leaving at least in part because of
unsettled Communist claims against American company.

If Department approves, I believe it might strengthen Harnden’s
chances of receiving an exit permit if I mentioned his case to Wang
during a meeting in near future when atmosphere is reasonably good.

2. I would point out that cases of a number of American business-
men had been settled recently, permitting their departure; that while
he was a British subject and therefore not strictly our responsibility, he
represented an American bank and we felt a certain obligation to bring
his case to the attention of the PRC; and that it was hoped he might be
shown the same consideration in speedy handling of his case as others
had received in recent weeks. I would add I did not expect that Wang
and I should get into a discussion of details of case, but would hope he
could simply convey our interest to his government.

3. I have received a second request to take up Harnden’s case from
Carl Hayden, Vice President of the First National City Bank in Lon-
don. Suggest Department consult UK before advising me on action it
believes I should take.

Gowen

240. Telegram Dulte 3 from USUN'

New York, September 27, 1955, 6 p.m.

Dulte 3. Regarding Geneva 790 following is proposed as Niact
cable to Johnson: BEGIN TEXT. For Johnson.

Text statement sent you 790 about request for accounting US Mil-
itary personnel was drafted by Defense, and has not been cleared by
Department. Opening paragraph reciting that Department cleared is
in error. Statement will require further consideration and conferences
with Defense and draft sent you should not (repeat not) be used. You
should propose “accounting for US Military personnel” as one of sub-
jects for listing Agenda item 2 leaving until later meeting more precise
formulation regarding which we will further advise you. Request your
comments Defense draft.

END TEXT.
Dulles

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2755. Secret; Niact.
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241. Telegram 789 to Geneva'

Washington, September 27, 1955, 10:36 a.m.

789. Verbatim text. For Johnson.

New York’s 4, paragraph 5. Following is text of statement on
renunciation use of force:

“One of the practical matters for discussion between us is that we
should reciprocally renounce the use of force to achieve our policies
when they conflict. The U.S. and the PRC confront each other with poli-
cies which are in certain respects incompatible. This fact need not, how-
ever, mean armed conflict, and the most important single thing we can
do is first of all to be sure that it will not lead to armed conflict.

Then and only then can other matters causing tension between the
parties in the Taiwan area and the Far East be hopefully discussed.

It is not suggested that either of us should renounce any policy
objectives which we consider we are legitimately entitled to achieve,
but only that we renounce the use of force to implement these policies.

Neither of us wants to negotiate under the threat of force. The free
discussion of differences, and their fair and equitable solution, become
impossible under the overhanging threat that force may be resorted to
when one party does not agree with the other.

The United States as a member of the United Nations has agreed
to refrain in its international relations from the threat or use of force.
This has been its policy for many years and is its guiding principle of
conduct in the Far East, as throughout the world.

The use of force to achieve national objectives does not accord with
accepted standards of conduct under international law.

The Government of the League of Nations, the Kellogg-Briand
Treaties, and the Charter of the United Nations reflect the universal
view of the civilized community of nations that the use of force as an
instrument of national policy violates international law, constitutes a
threat to international peace, and prejudices the interests of the entire
world community.

There are in the world today many situations which tempt those
who have force to use it to achieve what they believe to be legitimate
policy objectives. Many countries are abnormally divided or con-
tain what some consider to be abnormal intrusions. Nevertheless,
the responsible governments of the world have in each of these cases

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2755. Secret; Niact. Drafted by
Phleger and McConaughy; statement revised and approved by Dulles.
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renounced the use of force to achieve what they believe to be legitimate
and even urgent goals.

It is an essential foundation and preliminary to the success of the
discussions under Item 2 that it first be made clear that the parties
to these discussions renounce the use of force to make the policies of
either prevail over those of the other. That particularly applies to the
Taiwan area.

The acceptance of this principle does not involve third parties,
or the justice or injustice of conflicting claims. It only involves recog-
nizing and agreeing to abide by accepted standards of international
conduct.

We ask, therefore, as a first matter for discussion under Agenda
Item 2, assurance that your side will not resort to the use of force in the
Taiwan area except defensively. The U.S. would be prepared to give
a corresponding assurance. These reciprocal assurances will make it
appropriate for us to pass on to the discussion of other matters with a
better hope of coming to constructive conclusions.”

Hoover

242. Telegram 790 to Geneva'

Washington, September 27, 1955, 12:52 p.m.

790. For Johnson.

New York’s 4, paragraph 5. Following is text of statement which
has been cleared with Defense regarding unaccounted for American
military personnel.

“OnJuly 16,1952, the Foreign Minister of the PRC notified the Swiss
Government that the Government of the PRC had decided to recognize
the Geneva Conventions of 1949 on Treatment of Prisoners of War.

“On July 27, 1953, the responsible leaders of the communist
forces in Korea signed the Armistice Agreement which resulted in
the cessation of hostilities in Korea and provided clear agreement
on the handling of prisoners of war, including the specific require-
ment of each side to furnish a full and complete accounting on all

1 Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2755. Secret; Niact; Limit
Distribution. Repeated Niact to USUN as telegram Tedul 5. Drafted by Godel (Defense)
and Osborn; cleared by Godel in draft, McConaughy, and Sebald.
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prisoners of war and deceased combatants of which either side had
any knowledge.

“The terms of the Geneva Convention on Prisoners of War and the
solemn obligations accruing to the communist forces in Korea under
the Armistice Agreement have, in part, been ignored and violated by
those forces and by your government during the intervening period.

“September 27, 1955, was the second anniversary of the final date
established by the Armistice Agreement for the delivery and account-
ing of all personnel captured as a result of the Korean War. The UN
Command in accordance with the provisions of the Armistice Agree-
ment and the provisions of the Geneva Conventions on prisoners of
war has rendered a full accounting of all prisoners of war and deceased
combatants of which it has knowledge. Your Government, however,
has continued to hold personnel who were so captured.

“I hand you herewith a list of 450 names comprised exclusively
of persons who have spoken over the communist radio, have been
referred to in communist broadcasting, have been actually listed by the
communist side as being captives, have written letters from communist
prison camps, have been seen in communist prisons, or have been seen
in communist territory, either in China or in North Korea.

“I therefore reiterate the previous demands made upon your gov-
ernment to render an accounting forthwith of American military per-
sonnel on this list and of any others known to you.”

New York note that any changes which Secretary and Phleger may
wish to make should be wired Niact direct Johnson.

Hoover

243. Telegram 797 to Geneva'

Washington, September 27, 1955, 9:26 p.m.

797. For Johnson.

Your 777. Suggested text approved for use in contingency stated
with changes noted below:

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2655. Secret; Limit Distribu-
tion. Drafted by McConaughy and Osborn.
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Change last clause in first sentence, paragraph two to read QUOTE
and thus facilitate discussion and settlement of other practical matters
at issue between the two sides UNQUOTE.

Change figure in latter part second sentence paragraph 3 to read
eighteen instead of nineteen.

FYI Our records show only eighteen actually in jail following
departure all ten named September 10 list.

Hoover

244, Telegram 798 to Geneva'

Washington, September 27, 1955

798. For Johnson. Deptel 790.

Statement based on Defense draft about which Department still
has some reservations. Statement will require further consideration
and conferences with Defense and draft sent you should not repeat
not be used. You should propose QUOTE Accounting for U.S. Person-
nel UNQUOTE as one of subjects for listing Agenda Item 2 leaving
until later meeting more precise formulation regarding which we will
further advise you. You may concede lower priority on agenda for
this topic in your discretion. Request your comments on statement.

Hoover

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93 /9-2755. Secret, Niact, Limit Dis-
tribution. Repeated to USUN as telegram Tedul 7. Drafted by McConaughy based on
telephone conversation with Phleger and on telegram Dulte 3 (Document 240).
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245. Telegram 790 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 28, 1955, 4 p.m.

790. From Johnson.

1. Wang opened this morning’s meeting with long prepared state-
ment to effect agreed announcement completed agenda item one, we
were entangling agenda items one and two, if our intent was delay dis-
cussion agenda item two until all remaining Americans released “this
sure to fail”, will not submit to threats, etc., etc., suggested if we had
any “specific opinion” on implementation announcement PRC willing
give consideration and that discussion thereof be referred to assistants.
Will inform UK results of reviews as completed. Criticism US imple-
mentation, 76 who applied for departure whose names we previously
gave him 42 not yet returned, none has returned who left since begin-
ning of talks, knows of no one who has left US to return to China except
Tsien, students fearful to apply for departure, etc. Our attitude will
“impair the improvement of Sino-American relations and is bound to
have a bad effect on our lenient way of solving the problem remaining
Americans”.

2. I replied with long statement stating no need spend much time
on these subjects if he would give me straightforward answers to my
straightforward and simple questions on implementation, unless were
willing to keep each other fully informed on implementation will be
difficult to make progress discussion other matters, implementation too
important to leave to assistants, then refuted his statements on Chinese
students in US, welcomed statement they willing give consideration
suggestions on implementation, pointed out my repeated questions
this regard, repeated them and also reframed as suggestions asking
for specific replies, in referring statement on threats said I could not
understand how my questions on implementation could be interpreted
as threats, he could be certain we would not respond to threats, PRC
should be absolutely clear we not willing trade fate remaining persons
for political concessions. Three weeks since agreed announcement and
not one of 19 yet released, our concern increases with passage of time
no information on this vital point, only prompt full and faithful imple-
mentation announcement can dispose agenda item one, only imple-
mentation words of announcement can dispose of problem return of
Americans, until this accomplished first item of agenda remains first

1 Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2855. Confidential; Niact;
Limited Distribution.
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order of business, have returned to it today and will continue to return
to it as long as questions remain.

3. I then took note of fact 10 imprisoned Americans arrived in
Hong Kong and some of 12 had also arrived and in expectation PRC
will act expeditiously with remaining 19 and further effort demonstrate
our desire talks should progress, desired discuss with him today topics
which we should discuss under agenda item two. Referred my rejection
of higher level meeting and put forward two subjects “renunciation of
use of force for achievement national objectives” and “accounting for
US personnel”. Consider renunciation of force of fundamental impor-
tance to discussion agenda item two, should therefore be discussed
before economic embargo. Therefore suggested subjects in order of (a)
accounting US personnel (b) renunciation of force and (c) economic
embargo.

4. In reply Wang reiterated previous points on implementation
and then referring my suggestion renunciation of force as topic read
short prepared statement which was largely non sequitur in terms of
what I had said but repeated usual Communist line “not wanting war
with US, PRC had renounced force in international relations, tension
in Formosa Straits, caused by presence US forces” etc. All this could be
resolved only by higher level meeting. Expressed puzzlement by what
I meant under subject “accounting for US personnel”, said thought this
taken care of under agenda item one.

5. In reply I returned to implementation repeating my questions
and again also reframing as suggestions asking for reply next meet-
ing. Then briefly discussed higher level meeting repeating previous
position and adding his proposal indicated pessimism which I did
not share on what two of us should be able to accomplish. Pointed
out | had presented our two items in as neutral terms as possible and
would be prepared subsequently discuss them.

6. He then stated prepared to continue discussion next meeting but
wanted to make clear had not committed himself on subjects or their
order. I agreed and he accepted my proposal for Wednesday, October 5
for next meeting.

7. He tried hard obtain press communique omitting reference to
discussion implementation agreed announcement but we finally agreed
upon communique identical with that of last meeting. He said would
not regard this as precedent for communique next meeting.

Gowen

Note: Advance copy to Mr. McConaughy (CA) 12:30 p.m. 9/28/55
CWO/FED
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246. Telegram 791 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 28, 1955, 3 p.m.

791. From Johnson.

1. Today’s meeting left situation in very satisfactorily confused
state with respect agenda item two which should provide consider-
able scope for further discussion. Wang was not prepared for type of
approach I made to subject and was obviously confused as to what I
meant by item on “accounting for US personnel.” (Part of difficulty was
there is no satisfactory Chinese term for “accounting” in sense we have
used it here.)

2. In absence decision on our part concerning form of presenta-
tion this subject I avoided any effort enlighten him which would have
required my entering into substantive aspects. I simply said it was
quite different from what we had been discussing under agenda item
one and he did not press me further. However, by next meeting he will
be certain to have connected this with our previous public statements
on subject and be prepared to handle.

3. He was prepared to handle statement from me on renunciation
of force which included an attack on CHICOM policies, was somewhat
nonplussed that I did not make any such statement but felt he had to
say something.

4. As sidelight NCNA correspondent told other correspondents
while meeting was going on that “if there was no progress” CHICOMS
would have public statement and US would probably also have one.
Thus appears they were fully prepared for public debate although
probably not break and were forestalled by our tactics.

5. Will subsequently submit recommendations for handling next
meeting.

Gowen

Note: Advance copy to Mr. McConaughy (CA) 12:30 p.m. 9/28/55
CWO/FED.

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2855. Secret; Priority; Limited
Distribution.
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247. Telegram 793 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 28, 1955

793. From Johnson.

1. I am strongly opposed to general approach as well as entire tone
of draft statement contained Deptel 790. It might be useful as public
propaganda document, I might well use some of the material it con-
tains in the give and take of debate, but as an initial approach to subject
it cannot produce any favoarble results. It could only result in a retro-
gression to Panmunjom rhetoric which I have thus far been successful
in avoiding here and prejudice attainment of our other objectives in
these talks.

2. As suggested para 4 Mytel 777 it seems to me that to base our
approach primarily on implementation of armistice logically leads
opening other aspects of armistice and starting us down a road on
which armistice tends become bilateral PRC-US matter rather than UN
matter.

3. Subject is at best difficult handle constructively but it seems to
me that type of approach I have had in mind less subject to forego-
ing difficulties. We know some of 450 as well as others subsequently
released at Panmunjom were at one time in PRC, we know Downey
and Fecteau were produced after long months of silence, it is perfectly
natural and clearly a bilateral PRC-US matter to ask whether any of
450 are now in territory under their control or whether they know any-
thing about them.

4. Will submit draft for Department’s approval.

Gowen

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2855. Secret; Limited
Distribution.
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248. Telegram 794 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 28, 1955

794. From Johnson.

1. I feel statement on renunciation of force contained Deptel 789
is truly outstanding and if Department agrees would like hand Wang
copy when it is made.

2. Presume Department recognizes that in context at moment ref-
erence to “other matters” in last sentence will insofar as PRC concerned
suggest economic embargo. While we have rejected discussion higher
level meeting it may nevertheless carry some implication in this regard
as well. Am not suggesting any change but only pointing out implica-
tion I believe statement will carry for PRC.

3. Depending on outcome our discussion on order subjects under
agenda item two first portion first sentence last paragraph might
require slight revision.

4. Although I will subsequently submit suggestions on handling
next meeting my present inclination is to take advantage of any oppor-
tunity I might have at that meeting to make this statement in context of
supporting priority for discussion this subject.

5. For my background only would appreciate being informed
whether Department envisions suggested assurances might follow pat-
tern of “agreed announcement.”

Gowen

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2855. Secret; Priority; Limited
Distribution.
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249. Telegram 795 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 28, 1955, 9 p.m.

795. From Johnson.

1. At 18th meeting lasting one hour 20 minutes today Wang opened
with long, prepared statement. He said that after reaching agreement
on first item of agenda more than half month had passed. In accord-
ance with suggestion our side he had tabled two subjects for discussion
under agenda item two: 1) question of embargo, 2) preparations for
Sino-American negotiations at a higher level. However, our side was
still “entangling” talks on agenda item one. We had failed present our
position on his points and also failed present our concrete views on
subjects to be discussed under “practical matters.” This position of ours
he considered entirely unsatisfactory.

2. He said I had mentioned at last meeting provision in agreed
announcement that our governments would “adopt appropriate meas-
ures” to enable persons return their countries. I had also raised ques-
tion those Americans who had violated laws in China. I had expressed
hope his government would act promptly to implement this provision
so that we could in our talks enter promptly upon discussion agenda
item two. Had I meant to imply by these statements that only when all
Americans had been released would we discuss and settle the ques-
tions under item two? If this were so, his side could not agree to it. In
discussion on return of civilians he had repeatedly stated that cases
Americans must be dealt with individually and in accordance with
Chinese juridical processes taking into account the seriousness of the
individual offenses. Only in a state of improved relations between our
two countries could his government make its lenient policy toward the
law-breaking Americans more lenient. He had made these statements
formally and they were in the record of meeting and only after they
had been made was agreement reached on agenda item one. Further-
more, during the discussion I had “demanded” release of all Ameri-
cans in China within specified time. He had categorically rejected this
demand as infringement on China’s sovereignty, this had been for-
mally entered in record of meeting, and only after that had agreement
been reached.

3. He said now agreement had been reached and no use to go
back over that discussion. His side would faithfully implement agree-
ment. But to use implementation of agreed announcement as excuse to

L Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2855. Secret; Priority; Limit
Distribution.
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obstruct discussion and settlement of practical matters under agenda
item two would not result in any good, but rather do harm. Peoples
Republic of China was not going to be brought into submission by
whatever threat we might make.

4. Agreement on item one had been reached and at that time he had
provided specific information on Americans who would be permitted
to leave and on law violators whose cases had been reviewed. Those
Americans permitted to depart had personal affairs to attend to and
they could leave at their discretion, as some had already left. All 10 who
had violated laws and were to have been sent out of the country had
left. Since beginning of talks 33 Americans had returned or were going
to return as result action his side. Remaining handful Americans who
had violated laws would have their cases reviewed in light of agree-
ment and within framework of Chinese juridical procedure. Results of
review their cases would be given UK.

5. He continued that there was no justification for entangling talks
over question Chinese implementation of agreement. On contrary our
side should make active efforts implement agreement. During talks I
had given him names 76 Chinese who had applied depart US but not
permitted do so. 42 of these had not yet returned. Although our side
had said all restrictions removed, nevertheless he knew of no one else
who had left US to return to China except Tsien. I had said between
July 11 and September 21, 380 Chinese left US, but I had failed sub-
mit list of names so PRC had no means making check. I had admitted
Chinese students afraid apply INS for permission leave US because
feared being rejected. Evidently many Chinese still do not have cour-
age apply to depart because of long period threats and intimidation.
PRC had great number of nationals in US and whether they could exer-
cise right to return would be test whether US faithfully implementing
agreement. Up to now PRC had not seen any actual outcome from all
my statements.

6. He said I was still trying entangle talks on first item and ham-
per discussion of second item. Frankly, such an approach impaired
improvement of Sino-American relations and was bound to have bad
effect on lenient way PRC solving problem remaining Americans.

7. He said I had raised detailed questions last meeting on func-
tions of third powers under agreement. These functions were clearly
set forth in agreed announcement, but if I wished put forward specific
opinions on details of functions, and if opinions reasonable, he would
consider them. He suggested that such specific opinions on implemen-
tation agreed announcement be reserved for meeting of assistants so
as not to interfere with discussion second item in these talks. People in
all countries in world unanimously called for discussion second item
agenda immediately following agreement on first thereby contributing
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to easing tensions and improving relations between two countries. He
had put forward two subjects for discussion: lifting of embargo was
demand voiced by many countries, and preparation for Sino-American
negotiations at higher level was desired by people many countries as
well as by high officials of US. He hoped we could enter upon discus-
sion these problems without delay and he would be glad to hear any
positive views I might put forward on agenda item two.

8. I replied I pleased note his statement he would consider any
specific opinion we wished put forward regarding implementation
announcement. In previous meetings I had put forward a few simple
questions on implementation which carried with them clear implication
of suggestions. I did not want any more than he did to spend our time
on these subjects and I did not think we need do so. Questions I had pre-
viously asked were simple and straightforward and they required only
simple and straightforward answers. Unless we were willing to keep
each other fully and frankly informed on steps our governments had
taken it was going to be very difficult to discuss successfully other mat-
ters. I thought these matters too important to be referred to our assist-
ants, but hoped we could quickly complete their discussion between the
two of us.

9. I said he had mentioned certain matters regarding our imple-
mentation of agreed announcement upon which I wished to comment
briefly. He said I had admitted students in US afraid make application
to depart. I could not imagine what statement I had made which could
be so interpreted and I rejected that implication from any statements I
may have made. He stated some students did not have courage now
apply depart but I could not see what he referred to, because it was not
necessary for them to make application to any government agency to
depart. In addition, arrangement with Indian Government in full effect
and any student had full right communicate with Embassy GOI if he
thought his right depart being interfered with. He had spoken of list
I gave him of 76 Chinese against whom restraining orders had been
lifted and said 42 of 76 not yet returned. I did not know of any Chinese
in US who desired to return who was now prevented from doing so. I
had no information whether any of 42 had postponed their departure
or had changed their minds. Maybe, as had been said in NCNA broad-
cast September 20, some these Chinese wanted postpone departure in
order complete work or studies in US. Whatever reason, basic fact was
Chinese in US free to do what they wished. If there were other aspects
our implementation of announcement he wished discuss I would cer-
tainly be glad discuss with him.

10. I said one question I had raised previous meeting concerned
ability Americans imprisoned to learn of terms agreed announcement.
I had understood from him there were arrangements for reading and
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translating newspapers to persons in prison and that they would thus
learn of terms of agreed announcement. I asked simply for confirmation
that this had been done. My concern this regard had increased because
learned most Americans recently released either did not hear about or
received only fragmentary account of terms agreed announcement.
One American recently released who had heard of agreed announce-
ment was refused his request see full text. Therefore, framing matter
in terms he had suggested this morning, I wished suggest his govern-
ment confirm to me whether or not in fact each individual American
in prison had been fully and specifically informed of terms agreed
announcement.

11. I said another question I had raised was simply whether Amer-
icans would be permitted to communicate with or otherwise have
access to UK Charge, and particularly if he would be able interview
them in accordance with terms agreed announcement if my govern-
ment wanted facts in case investigated. Again framing this question
as specific suggestion in accordance his proposal, I wanted specifically
ask that this be done. I had hoped at this meeting he would give me
specific answers to these two questions which were perfectly simple
and straightforward.

12. I said most important of all I wished ask again what steps
his government taken to enable remaining 19 imprisoned Americans
expeditiously exercise their right return. He had said his government
would not be forced into taking action by means of threats. I did not
understand why he interpreted my statement on this matter as threat.
I had not during these talks ever made any threat and I did not intend
to do so. Certain statements had been made in agreed announcement
and I was merely asking for information on how they were being
implemented. Equally, he could be certain that I would not respond
to threats. I had made clear and wanted to repeat, I was not willing
trade fate these persons in prison for political concessions on our part.
I wanted make entirely clear that any thought on part his government
of delaying release these prisoners in order obtain political concessions
was doomed to failure.

13. I added that I had never said that only when all Americans
were released would I enter into discussion agenda item two; I merely
asked how agreed announcement was being implemented. It seemed
to me that delay by his government in implementing agreed announce-
ment with respect release these Americans was inevitably entangling
these two subjects. There certainly was no intent or desire on my part
to entangle them. Nearly three weeks had passed since announcement
issued and not one of remaining 19 persons had been released. It was
perfectly natural my government’s concern increased with passage of
time and no information on this vital point.
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14. 1 said only prompt, full and faithful implementation agreed
announcement could dispose of agenda item one. Self evident that
words of announcement in themselves dispose of nothing. Only imple-
mentation of words in announcement could dispose of problem return
of Americans. Until this accomplished I had to continue consider that
first item agenda remained our first order of business. I had returned
to it and would continue return to it as long as there remained question
with respect implementation agreed announcement.

15. I said I had, however, taken note of fact that 10 Americans
whose release he informed me of September 10 had arrived Hong Kong
and that some of 12 Americans whose exit permits he had promised
had also departed. Therefore, in expectation his government would act
expeditiously on remaining 19 Americans and thus dispose of agenda
item one, and in further effort demonstrate my government’s earnest
desire these talks should progress I desired today to discuss with him
topics we should discuss under agenda item two.

16. I said he had proposed two subjects one of which my govern-
ment considered procedural matter which could not be considered
practical matter at issue between our two countries. My government
desired put forward two subjects: one was “renunciation of use of force
for achievement of national objectives” and other was “accounting for
US personnel.”

17. Wang asked for repetition subject headings and then asked
what we had in mind under second heading.

18.1replied we would getto thatwhen we discussed the topic.Ithen
continued by saying my government considered subject of renunciation
force of fundamental importance to our discussions under agenda item
two and that this subject should therefore be discussed before subject
he termed economic embargo. I suggested we agree to discuss subjects
each had raised in following order: (a) accounting for US personnel,
(b) renunciation use of force for achievement national objectives, and
(c) economic embargo.

19. Wang replied he had made it clear many times his side willing
implement faithfully agreement under agenda item one and his side
certainly would do things according to agreement. It provided that
agreed announcement should be given wide publicity, object of which
was to inform everyone about it, and PRC was giving wide publicity
in this manner. If I had concrete opinions on agreed announcement,
provided they were reasonable, he suggested assistants both sides hold
meeting to discuss them. In past US had taken steps detain and obstruct
departure Chinese students and these measures had left deep impres-
sion on minds of students. Therefore, in future necessary US in fact
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faithfully implement provisions agreed announcement so that these
persons could in fact freely return to homeland.

20. Wang said he had clearly stated many times principles gov-
erning handling by his government of cases 19 Americans who had
committed crimes. If US Government refused respect Chinese law and
insisted on unconditional return these persons this idea doomed failure
and would never succeed.

21. Then referring frequently to prepared statement Wang said topic
he suggested on preparations for higher level meeting was not proce-
dural matter but most important matter of substance in relations of two
countries. He could not agree to removal of subject from agenda. Regard-
ing our proposal on so-called renunciation of force he said his govern-
ment fully endorsed principle no recourse to force or threat of force in
international relations. China did not intend to resort to force against US
or any other state. State of tension in Taiwan area was not at all caused by
Chinese threat use force against US. Tension on contrary was caused by
US use force against Chinese territory of Taiwan. Therefore, in line with
the principle of non-recourse to force the point in question was not one to
be solved by declaration by Chinese not to use force against its own ter-
ritory, but rather by removal of US forces from Chinese territory, China
had not made withdrawal of American forces from Taiwan a prerequisite
for Sino-American conversations on easing tensions in Taiwan area as
that would have blocked efforts to have negotiations.

22. He said he did not deny that tense situation in Taiwan area might
lead to extremely grave danger of conflict between China and US. It was
precisely for this reason he had proposed that our talks should make
preparations for convening conference at higher level. Major problem of
easing and limiting tension between China and the US should be dis-
cussed at higher level. In this conference at higher level both sides should
raise questions which could be discussed to ease tensions in Taiwan area.

23. Wang said my second subject of “accounting for US personnel”
had been dealt with under agenda item one and, therfore, there was no
point in raising again so-called accounting for Americans. Moreover,
they had at very beginning of talks given full list of all Americans in
China so there was no point at all in having a continuous accounting on
Americans in China.

24.1said that I had put forward what he had termed concrete opin-
ions regarding the implementation of the announcement. First sugges-
tion I made was that he should confirm that 19 remaining Americans
be given full text agreed announcement in language they understood.
Second suggestion was that we be assured arrangements established so
19 could communicate or otherwise have access to UK Charge. Third
suggestion was that, if in accordance terms agreed announcement US
wanted facts investigated, UK Charge would be permitted interview
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these Americans who desired return. I hoped at next meeting he could
give me definite answers on these suggestions. I believed it could be
done quickly and need not involve our assistants. I added if he had any
specific questions or suggestions regarding US implementation agreed
announcement I certainly would be glad consider them. I hoped his
suggestions would be concrete and specific, as mine had been.

25. I'said I found it difficult understand his position regarding dis-
cussion of higher level meeting. I could not see how higher level meeting
in itself was practical matter between our governments. Both our gov-
ernments had agreed to have the two of us meet here as representatives
of our respective governments to discuss “practical matters” as second
part our talks. It seemed to me his suggestion meant that we had decided,
even before we had discussed these questions, that it was not possible for
us to make progress and therefore higher level meeting must be called.
I did not see why we needed to be so pessimistic. I had faith and hope
when I came, and I hoped he had same, that two of us as Ambassadors
representing our governments would be able to make progress these two
questions. I still had such hope and would earnestly strive best my abil-
ity realize that hope. Question higher level meeting could arise only after
our talks here had been concluded. My government not prepared now to
discuss or agree to what would happen after our meetings here had been
completed. Therefore we did not agree higher level meeting was suitable
subject discussion item two.

26. I said I frankly puzzled by his statement on my suggestion
we should include renunciation of force as a subject for discussion. I
had not made demands on his government and I had framed subject
for discussion in just as neutral terms as I could. I simply wanted call
attention fact subject framed in somewhat different manner than he
implied in his statement. I said I expected have more to say this sub-
ject at next meeting. Similarly, I had tried to frame subject of account-
ing for US personnel in as neutral a manner as I could. What I had
in mind was entirely separate from what we had discussed under
agenda item one. I would be prepared at our next meeting to discuss
it with him in detail.

27. Wang said he agreed to continue discussion these subjects at
next meeting. He said this did not mean he agreed to inclusion these two
subjects under agenda item two and he thought order for discussion of
subjects still open and no definite arrangement made.

28.1 agreed and suggested meeting Wednesday, October 5.

29. In discussion over press release Wang suggested statement
eliminating all mention implementation agreed announcement and
saying simply we discussed agenda item two. When I said it would be
more appropriate use same announcement used last time, he countered
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with suggestion we omit all reference to subjects discussed and simply
state that we met and give date next meeting.

30. I stated if we said anything different at all it would arouse a
great deal of press speculation which we both wanted to reduce. If we
used previous statement, newspapers would not speculate, and it was
also a factual statement.

31. Wang objected that if we went on making same statement pub-
lic would think we were making no progress.

32. I said we had made identical statement after each meeting for
40 days and public saw eventually we had made progress.

33. Wang agreed to use same statement but on condition it would
not be precedent for using it again after next meeting.

34. 1 said we could discuss that at end of next meeting.

Gowen

250. Telegram 796 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 28, 1955, 10 p.m.

796. From Johnson.

Department’s unnumbered Niact September 28 correcting text
Deptel 798 not received until 5 p.m. Geneva time. As will be seen from
report today’s meeting (Mytel 795, paragraph 6) I used phraseology
“accounting for US personnel.” Although I was bothered by omission of
“military”, there was no time for confirmation. Believe I was successful
in skirting around subject and I can pick up matter at next meeting.

Gowen

YSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2855. Secret.
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251. Telegram 797 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 28, 1955, 11 p.m.

797. From Johnson.

1. Re paragraph 4 my telegram 793. Following is draft of type of pre-
sentation I feel should be made on subject missing military personnel.

2. I desire to discuss with you today the question of what I have
termed missing US military personnel. With respect to those missing
from the Korean War there have been many discussions of the subject
in the MAC. T have no desire or intent to repeat or duplicate those dis-
cussions with which I assume you are fully familiar but only to discuss
with you those aspects which clearly come within the category of a
practical question between the two of us.

3. I simply want to point out the fact the responsible leaders of the
forces on your side entered into an armistice agreement which clearly
provided that full and complete accounting be provided on all pris-
oners of war and deceased combatants of which they had knowledge.
When the prisoner of war exchange was completed there remained
many hundreds of US personnel of the United Nations Command who
it was definitely known or there was solid reason to believe were at one
time prisoners of your side but who were not returned or otherwise
accounted for. The military authorities of my country have by tremen-
dous effort gradually accumulated information with regard to many
of these individuals so that the number unaccounted for has been
gradually reduced. In some few cases this information was obtained
from your side or determined upon the basis of bodies returned by
your side. However, there remain about 450 persons on whom it has
not been possible to obtain any firm information whatever concerning
their fate or present whereabouts. There is no way that the military
authorities of my country can definitely inform the families of these
men whether they are dead or alive or what their fate may have been.

4. In many of these cases their names were at one time listed as
prisoners of war in publications in your country, the names of others
have in various connections been broadcast over your radio, some were
actually identified as having spoken over the radio, some had at one
time written letters from prison camps and others were known and
seen in prison camps by prisoners who were subsequently returned.

5. However, even more important from the standpoint of my dis-
cussion with you, it is quite possible that some of these persons were

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2855. Secret; Limited
Distribution.
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taken into your country for it is definitely known from prisoners who
were subsequently returned that such movements did take place. Fur-
thermore, there have been cases of Americans, not known to my gov-
ernment to be in your country, and later revealed by your government
to be held there.

6. My purpose in reviewing all of these facts is not to engage in
controversy with you over them but only to point out that the author-
ities in my country and the families of these men have a sound basis
for believing that at least some of these persons have been in territory
under your control outside of Korea.

7.1 therefore, am giving you a list of the names of these persons
with the request that your government conduct a thorough investiga-
tion to determine whether any of them are in your country or whether
your government is in the possession of any information whatever con-
cerning any of the persons listed.

8. I am not unmindful of the fact that early in these talks you gave
me a list of various categories of Americans in your country, but it
is possible that some persons on this list may be considered by your
authorities to be in a different category or they may otherwise have
information with regard to them.

9. I am also giving you a list of the names of the 11 Naval and
Coast Guard personnel lost off Swatow whom we discussed last year in
the hope that since that time your authorities may have obtained some
information with regard to these men.

10. I do not ask that you give me any reply with regard to this mat-
ter today but only that in due course you inform me of the results of
your government’s investigation.

Gowen

252. Telegram 798 from Geneva'

Geneva, September 28, 1955, 11 p.m.

798. From Johnson.

1. One of questions we face for next meeting is whether by that time
there have been any releases of remaining 19 Americans and what we do

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2855. Secret; Limited
Distribution.
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if there are not. Latter even will of course require very strong renewal my
stress on implementation. If one or more released before next meeting
presentation on implementation could be milder and could show more
disposition move on to discussion topics under item two.

2. In any event major subject will undoubtedly continue be his
insistence on inclusion higher level meeting. I will of course stick to our
position but would appreciate Department’s suggestions on any fur-
ther debating points it feels I might make. Can without difficulty keep
discussion going on this subject for at least next meeting but we should
be looking ahead to probability deadlock will develop over this point.

3. As stated my telegram 794 believe it may be useful for me make
renunciation of force statement at next meeting if opportunity devel-
ops. Believe this would assist in keeping situation fluid without giving
away anything to CHICOMS.

4. My present plan is not to go into any detailed presentation miss-
ing military personnel at next meeting but only touch on it as required
to support its inclusion as subject for discussion.

5. Hope Department will assure I promptly receive any infor-
mation CHICOMS may give O'Neill on releases or other aspects
implementation.

Gowen

253. Letter from Clough to McConaughy'

Letter No. 10 Geneva, September 29, 1955
Dear Walter:

Alex took off at 4:00 a.m. by automobile for Prague. Since we
had worked until 11:00 p.m. getting off yesterday’s telegrams, he was
unable to write the usual weekly letter to you and asked me to get a
note into the pouch in explanation. He expects to leave Prague for the
return trip on Sunday, arriving here late Monday night. He hopes that
you will repeat to him in Prague any important telegrams.

Actually, there is nothing on the substance of the talks to be added
to yesterday’s telegrams. We tried to cover the situation as thoroughly

1 Source: Department of State, Geneva Talks Files, Lot 72D415. Secret; Official-
Informal. Clough signed the original “Ralph.” A handwritten note on the letter indicates
it was received on October 3.
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as we could. The discussion is developing very much as anticipated
and our principal worry at the moment, as pointed out in the telegrams,
is how to prevent a complete deadlock from arising over our refusal to
admit the “higher level conference” as a subject for discussion.

I am glad to know that arrangements are underway for bringing
me back to Washington. This has been a most interesting and useful
experience for me and I am, in some ways, reluctant to leave at this
point. However, as we seem to be moving toward a one meeting a week
schedule, there really is not enough work here to justify keeping two
officers away from CA when you are so short-handed.

Bob Ekvall was glad to know that you were consulting with
Defense on trying to improve his position here. At the moment, his
orders have expired and he is technically AWOL, so some action will
have to be taken rather quickly.

Doug and I have been reading with interest the despatches from
Taipei and Hong Kong which you have been sending. We also appre-
ciate the trouble you took in rounding up the collection of documents
that we had asked you for. They will be helpful to us as we move fur-
ther into the next phase of the talks.

Best regards,

Ralph N. Clough

254. Telegram 86 to Prague’

Washington, September 30, 1955, 3:07 p.m.

86. Verbatim text. For the Ambassador.

Deptel 789. First paragraph draft statement on renunciation use of
force, amended to read as follows:

“One of the practical matters for discussion between us is that each
of us should renounce the use of force to achieve our policies when
they conflict. The United States and the PRC confront each other with
policies which are in certain respects incompatible. This fact need not,
however, mean armed conflict, and the most important single thing we
can do is first of all to be sure that it will not lead to armed conflict.”

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-3055. Secret; Priority; Limit
Distribution. Repeated Priority to Geneva for Johnson as telegram 805. Drafted by
McConaughy; cleared by Sebald and Phleger.
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Amend final paragraph to read as follows:

“We ask, therefore, as a first matter for discussion under Item 2,
a declaration that your side will not resort to the use of force in the
Taiwan area except defensively. The United States would be prepared
to make a corresponding declaration. These declarations will make it
appropriate for us to pass on to the discussion of other matters with a
better hope of coming to constructive conclusions.”

Dulles

255. Telegram 809 to Geneva'

Washington, September 30, 1955, 6:50 p.m.

809. For Johnson.

Peter Colm of DRF being detailed Geneva assist Johnson. Arrive
about October 11. Clough should return Department as soon as
practicable.

Dulles
!Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-3055. Official Use Only. Repeated

to Prague for the Ambassador as telegram 89. Drafted by McConaughy; cleared by Furnas (R)
and Yager (DRF) in draft and by Capella (FE/EX) and Sebald.

256. Letter 16 from McConaughy to Johnson'

Letter No. 16 Washington, September 30, 1955

Dear Alex:

Your letter No. 9 of September 22 came on the 26th, in the midst
of our efforts to get out the instructions for your September 28 meet-
ing. The drafting and clearance of the instructions was a complicated

! Source: Department of State, Geneva Talks Files, Lot 72D415. Secret; Official-
Informal.
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business with the Secretary first in Ottawa, then in New York; and with
Herman Phleger also in New York part of the time.

The “renunciation of force” statement started with an excellent
Phleger framework which was fleshed out by the Secretary. This morning
we are telegraphing you some minor revisions in the first and last para-
graphs. The intent of these changes, as you will immediately see, is to get
away from any remote implication of a non-aggression pact or indeed
any sort of bilateral agreement with the Chinese Communists. Anything
which smacks of a pact or executive agreement with the Chinese Commu-
nists is of course out of the question. We are thinking in terms of separate
unilateral public declarations and not pledges or assurances to each other.

We feel reasonably confident that you are on a good wicket now
and that there will be plenty to talk about. It is hard to see how Wang
can reject this item out of hand. My guess is that he may try to maneu-
ver in the direction of something resembling the famous “Five Princi-
ples”; or try to make a false distinction between “international” and
“internal” resort to force in the Taiwan area.

We have had a difficult time with Defense on the confused prob-
lem of the unaccounted for military personnel. So far as have not been
able to get what we consider a consistent statement of principle or posi-
tion out of them. In one document they will make sweeping claims and
assert that the claims can be supported; in another they will indicate
they do not have much basis for any very positive allegations. They
blow first hot and then cold. We still do not understand what criteria
they have applied in determining what names should go on the list.
They seem to have conclusive evidence that some of the people on the
list are dead. In some cases the bodies presumably have been recovered.
In other cases, the personnel apparently were never in the custody of
the Communist side, having been lost over the high seas. On the other
hand, it seems that some of the names which were on the original list
of 970 should not have been dropped. A case came to our attention this
week where an officer was last seen alive in a prison camp by fellow
American officers. His name was dropped from the list merely because
he was in bad shape from injuries and gangrene and the Americans
thought be could not have lasted much longer. This was a lay opinion,
not a medical opinion. Defense did not stop with a presumptive find-
ing of death, in this case, but made a definitive finding of death. It is
incomprehensible to us and gives us misgivings about the whole sub-
ject. But the casualty determinations are not within our province and
there is not much we can appropriately do about it. It is a dilemma. We
are trying to arrange a meeting today with Deputy Defense Secretary
Robertson, General Erskine and Bill Godel to get Defense clearance of a
draft presentation for you to make to Wang on this subject. It represents
a considerable departure from the text contained in our 790, which was
basically a Defense document, modified slightly but unsatisfactorily by
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us. The new draft follows more the approach recommended in your 797
but is somewhat firmer in tone. We have to bear in mind U.S. consid-
erations of course, Congressional as well as Pentagon, & could not go
quite as far in the direction of mildness as you suggested.

You handled Wang at the 18th meeting on September 28 with con-
summate skill. Satisfaction at the adroitness with which you met every
situation is expressed on every side. No one is unmindful of the fact it
takes two to keep a discussion going and that Wang has it within his
power to bring the talks to a close at any time. But we now assume that
this is not likely to happen in the immediate future. Peiping would be
in a highly vulnerable position if it broke while our renunciation of
force statement is up for consideration.

You will not be surprised to learn that the President’s illness has
given the continuation of these talks added importance in the eyes of
the Secretary.

Various prominent newspaper and publishing people are putting
redoubled pressure on the Department to give them passports for travel
to Communist China. The influence mustered by some of these people
makes their demands difficult to resist. No one is thinking in terms of
dropping the barriers of course. But it has occurred to the Secretary that it
might be useful to intimate publicly that in view of the Agreed Announce-
ment which assures the early departure of all detained Americans we
are considering validating the passports of some of the newspaper and
publishing fraternity who have applied to travel to mainland China. It
would be added that of course no actual travel to mainland China could
be approved until all the detained Americans are out, but it is assumed
that this is a matter of only a short time in view of the explicit terms of
the Agreed Announcement. The thinking here is that this might be added
bait to the Chinese Communists to proceed rapidly with the release of all
the remaining Americans. We know that they are very anxious to arrange
visits by various newspaper people and authors to the PRC. Of course,
we could not introduce travel as an agenda item on our side at Geneva,
but a little restrained publicity along this line outside of Geneva might
strengthen your hand. Do you have any comments?

We do not much relish the trade embargo item on the Agenda, but
since it would come after the renunciation of force, we do not anticipate
that we will have to cross that bridge any time soon. If it ever comes up,
we can seize the opportunity to present the rationale behind our trade
controls.

We are troubled at the conspicuous absence of any release announce-
ments since September 10.

The blunt tie-in by Wang of further releases with Item 2 progress
gives us forebodings, as does the conversation of O’Neill with Chang
Han-fu in Peiping a week ago.
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We still have no word of any arrangement for British Embassy con-
tact with the detained Americans.

The Indian Embassy here says it is making no arrangements for
travel of Chinese to the PRC until it receives assurances of reimburse-
ment from the PRC for travel funds advanced.

You will be glad to know that Hubert Graves is reassigned to the
British Embassy here as Minister to handle Far Eastern matters. He
is arriving next week. Rob Scott left on Wednesday for Singapore via
London.

After a lot of discussion and some confusion we have arranged to
send Peter Colm of DRF to assist you thus releasing Ralph Clough to
help me in the chronic jam which I confront. Colm is one of the ablest
and quickest men in DRF. He has been following all the documents on
the talks closely. We will see that he gets something of the thinking of
the people who are closest to the talks here before he leaves. We would
have preferred to send one of our own CA men—Osborn or Comis-
key—for the sake of the experience, but in view of the backlog of work
here it could not be justified. It would make no sense to largely cancel
out the return of Clough.

[text not declassified]

I hope you have a good interlude at Prague and return refreshed
to the fray.

Warmest regards,

Walter P. McConaughy

257. Telegram 819 to Geneva'

Washington, October 1, 1955, 1:41 p.m.

819. For Johnson.

OIR review Chicom propaganda:

Chicom propaganda on international subjects during week end-
ing September 30 gave only slight attention Geneva talks in contrast
to previous weeks. General tone comment on US appeared somewhat
more hostile. US denounced for obstructing Chicom admission to UN,

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/10-155. Confidential. Drafted
by Jacobson; cleared by McConaughy.
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violating Geneva spirit, seeking intensify cold war and continuing rely
on “policy of strength.”

Regarding Geneva talks NCNA September 23 gave brief account
of meetings stating that delegations had “exchanged views” regarding
item two of agenda. NCNA announced September 24 that PRC had
“approved” US invitation to UK.

Taiwan issue given slight attention during past week. Ta Kung Pao,
September 25, stated CPR willing to negotiate “international question”
of Taiwan, but US “reluctant” to negotiate. NCNA September 25 reiter-
ated familiar charge US policy re: Taiwan based on “aggressive princi-
ples” and represents interference Chinese internal affairs. Liberation of
Taiwan stressed as task for Chinese youth at recent conference of Young
Activists in Peiping.

Major attention past week focussed following topics:

1) UN membership. People’s Daily editorial September 24 accused US
of “obstructing” admission Communist China to UN, in “open viola-
tion” of Geneva spirit and asserted admission PRC to UN essential for
further easing international tension and solution major international
problems.

2) Dulles speech to UN (September 22). NCNA commentary Sep-
tember 25 interpreted speech as indicating continued US reliance on
“policy of strength”; accused US of “departing from spirit of Geneva”
and seeking intensify cold war. Secretary’s comments on Taiwan cited
as evidence US policy still based on “principles of aggression.” Secre-
tary’s account Geneva talks criticized as deliberate effort “distort sig-
nificance” of Chinese action in releasing 11 Americans.

3) Japan-US relations. People’s Daily editorials September 23 and 28
on Shigemitsu visit to US revived familiar theme that US seeking to
remilitarize Japan and use Japan as base for “aggression.” Shigemitsu
policy seen based on “making China a hypothetical enemy of Japan,”
and on complete subservience of Japan to US. NCNA saw possibility
Japanese troops would be sent abroad, to Korea or Taiwan. Also noted
possibility of Japanese alliance with Taiwan and ROK commenting
such action would be evidence of “intended aggression” against PRC.

4) East-West trade. People’s Daily September 28 noted that easing of
world tensions had created new prospects for promotion of East-West
trade; saw good prospects for development of trade between China
and the West. Expressed hope that forthcoming Ministers Conference
would adopt specific measures for removal of “artificial barriers” to
trade.

Dulles
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258. Telegram 823 to Geneva'

Washington, October 3, 1955, 7:15 p.m.

823. For Johnson.
Your 798. Guidance for 19th meeting Oct 5.

1. You are reminded that your basic instruction provides that no
legitimate basis be given for Wang break off talks.

2. Failure Communists to implement agreed announcement
should be strongly pressed. British report no RPT no word from any
imprisoned Americans so far and no RPT no indication of Chinese
Communist disposition to give detained Americans access to Brit-
ish Charge. In view conspicuous absence of any Chinese Commu-
nist move to carry out terms of Agreed Announcement as regards
remaining detained Americans 3% weeks after Agreed Announce-
ment issued, Communist non-compliance with their obligation under
Agreed Announcement should be principal topic next meeting. You
should call Wang’s attention appropriate portions London’s 1212 and
1312 to Dept. Ask for explanation of evident inability imprisoned
Americans communicate with O’Neill. Make it clear that in our view
Announcement not being implemented by PRC and that Chinese
Communist neglect so far to give imprisoned Americans benefit of
Agreed Announcement makes it meaningless. Anyone in jail would
certainly desire to be repatriated and in fact we know that at least 15
of imprisoned Americans applied for exit permits even before they
were seized and imprisoned by the Chinese Communists.

3. You have authority to discuss subjects which might consti-
tute Item Two and order of priority. First priority should be renun-
ciation of force. Accounting for US military personnel should be
placed next but may be placed below PRC item on QTE question of
embargo UNQTE. If in your judgment it should be done, you are
given discretionary authority to make revised presentation which
has been telegraphed to you on renunciation of force, although it
may be preferable hold off on this until following meeting. We must
insure that presentation on military personnel is made at some
stage but this can be put over until another meeting if you consider
that this may safely be done. (Text revised presentation telegraphed
separately.)

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2855. Secret; Priority; Niact;
Limit Distribution. Drafted by McConaughy and Sebald; cleared in substance by Phleger.
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Department believes that you have sufficient material spelling out
our rejection of Communist subject QTE negotiations at a higher level
UNQTE.

4. Next meeting should be as far in advance as reasonably possible.

Dulles

259. Telegram 824 to Geneva'

Washington, October 3, 1955, 7:13 p.m.

824. For Johnson. Deptel 798 and your 797.

Following is text of presentation on “accounting for U.S. military
personnel” which Department and Defense have agreed upon:

“Dear Mr. Ambassador:

“My Government has, since the conclusion of the Armistice in
Korea undertaken a careful and complete analysis of all of its casualty
figures and of the ultimate disposition of all unaccounted-for members
of its Armed Forces who served in Korea.

“The American servicemen for whom no accounting has been
obtained total 450 persons. Each of these was last seen or last heard of
under circumstances indicating that he was either captured or killed
in action by forces of the opposing side, and that he or his remains
should be in the custody or possession of the opposing side. The names
of many of these persons were at one time listed as prisoners of war
in publications in your country, the names of others have been broad-
cast over your radio, some were actually identified as having spoken
over the radio, some wrote letters from prison camps and others were
known and seen in prison camps by prisoners who were subsequently
returned. It is definitely known that some prisoners were taken into
your country. Furthermore, there have been cases of Americans not
known to my Government to be in your country, and later revealed by
your Government to be held there.

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/9-2855. Secret; Priority. Drafted
by McConaughy and Osborn; cleared in draft in Defense and by Sebald and Phleger.
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“Repeated efforts have been made by my Government, through
the United Nations Command and the Military Armistice Commission,
to obtain an accounting for these 450 men of the United States Armed
Forces. These efforts have elicited no satisfactory response, despite
the clear obligation of the side of your Government under the Korean
Armistice Agreement to provide a full and complete accounting on
all prisoners of war and deceased combatants of which it had knowl-
edge. The failure of your Government to respond to my Government’s
requests, thus preventing the military authorities of my country from
definitely informing the families of the fate of these men, has caused
deep concern to the American people, and has thus created a real and
grave matter of concern between our two sides.

“Apart from the question of the members of the United States Armed
Forces who served in Korea, there remains the question of the fate of the
11 Naval and Coast Guard personnel who disappeared in the crash of
two U.S. planes in the sea near the harbor of Swatow in January 1953. The
circumstances of this incident would indicate that some of the members
of the crew or their bodies may have been recovered. The inability to date
of my Government to determine the fate of these men is also a source of
deep concern to the American people.

“Accordingly, as this is one of the practical matters at issue between
us and in keeping with the purpose of these talks, I am enclosing sep-
arate lists of the 450 American servicemen and the 11 Naval and Coast
Guard airmen missing off Swatow, to whom I have referred and, on
behalf of my Government, I request that you present to the appropri-
ate authorities in your government my Government’s demand for an
accounting for the fate of each of these men.

“Enclosures:

List of 450 servicemen.

List of 11 Naval and Coast Guardsmen.”

End letter.

Dulles
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260. Letter 17 from McConaughy to Johnson'

Letter No. 17 Washington, October 3, 1955

Dear Alex:

We are pushing hard to get something out to you today for the
October 5 meeting. I feel it is not fair to make you wait until the last day
preceding the meeting, especially since I believe the time spread now
is six hours since Washington reverted to Standard Time on Septem-
ber 25. We think the telegrams will give you adequate guidance and
sufficient leeway. There will be considerable for you to say on the non-
implementation of the Agreed Announcement. The amended statement
on the use of force item will undoubtedly lead to extensive comments.
The item on unaccounted for U.S. military personnel can be dropped
to a spot below the embargo item if this seems advisable to you. We
are now thrashing out with Defense a final version of the statement
on the unaccounted for personnel. Every word is important and there
is quite a bit of give-and-take with Defense on it. Defense is naturally
concerned at the reaction in this country, especially among the relatives
and Congress. When we got the corrected copy of your recommended
draft (about half of which had been omitted in the original garbled text
of your message) we found much in it that was useful and telling. So
we worked out a draft which represents a meld of our revised text and
what we consider the best of yours. This is being cleared with Defense
urgently now and we hope to be able to get it to you by the close of
business today unless Defense raises further objections.

The British are doing their best to be helpful on the problem of
access and assistance to the imprisoned Americans. They are being
brought into the picture increasingly. I am seeing Barbara Salt of the Brit-
ish Embassy (who is handling Far Eastern matters until Hubert Graves
gets here) every two or three days. I am giving her a pretty full rundown
on your discussions with Wang on the implementation of Item One. The
substance of this is being telegraphed to O’'Neill in Peiping, who feels
that he will be in a better position to determine what tack he should take
there if he has this for his confidential background. About September
29 O'Neill had received no letter or appeal from any American. He has
no confirmation of Chang Han-fu’s assertion that all remaining Ameri-
can prisoners have been notified of the Agreed Announcement. O'Neill
doubts if representations or attempted publicity on his part would be
useful at this stage. But he is inclined to think that he should make a

1Source: Department of State, Geneva Talks Files, Lot 72D415. Secret. Printed from
an unsigned copy.
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formal inquiry to the Chinese as to whether the imprisoned Americans
will have access to him. He is awaiting our reaction to this problem. We
must consider whether a formal inquiry would tend to encourage the
Chinese to take a negative position. It is a difficult question for we do
need to know definitely what their position on this critical issue will be.
O’NeEeill fears that we are going to have no way of establishing that the
Americans wish to return and wish to get in touch with him. He feels
that we are at the mercy of the Chinese Communists on this and that we
can not prove violation of the Agreed Announcement. He thinks we are
dependent on Chinese Communist good faith. O'Neill feels that perhaps
you can clear up these issues with Wang better than he can in Peiping. He
points out that “you have some bargaining counters at Geneva,” while
he has none in Peiping. I would like your reaction as to whether we
should run the risk of having a show down with them at Peiping on the
granting of access to O’Neill. I have reminded the British that all of the
Americans except Redmond, Downey and Fecteau are known to have
applied for exit permits before they were arrested. This establishes that
they have expressed a desire to return to the U.S. However, it is true that
this was done long before the Agreed Announcement. They have had no
opportunity to reaffirm their desire since then.

The pouch is closing. Regards and may fortune favor you.
Sincerely yours,

PS. In my letter No. 16 of September 30, on page 3, line 13, change
“by way” to read “by Wang”.

261. Telegram 804 from Geneva'

Geneva, October 4, 1955, 11 a.m.

804. From Johnson.

1. Although first para Deptel 824 speaks of “presentation” text
is drafted in form of letter. Unless otherwise instructed will assume
Department concurs my view should be oral presentation and will
make slight changes necessary for this form.

2. Again desire call attention to fact that by basing our approach on
“accounting for” rather than presence in territory under control PRC as

ISource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/10-455. Secret; Priority; Limited
Distribution.
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suggested draft Mytel 797 we provide better basis for PRC introduce
demand for “accounting for 21,000”.

3. If this form approach retained desire to amend first portion last
sentence third para of statement to read “this failure of your side has
prevented the military authorities of my country etc”. Such wording
broadens statement so that “failure” refers both to armistice obligations
and lack of response to requests through MAC while also avoiding erro-
neous implication “requests” have been from USG to PRC Government.

4. With respect 11 Naval and Coast Guard personnel must make
some reference to our discussion same subject last year. Suggest adding
“which case we discussed last year” to first sentence penultimate para
statement and adding sentence to end same para “I would hope you
would now be able to give me some info with respect to these eleven

”

men .

Gowen
262. Despatch 7 from Geneva'
No. 7 Geneva, October 4, 1955
SUBJECT
Dispute over Interpretation of Word “Invite” in Paragraph (2) of “Agreed
Announcement”

In view of the fact that the Chinese Communists chose to make
an issue, both in the meetings in Geneva and in their propaganda, of
the interpretation of Paragraph (2) of the Agreed Announcement of
September 10, 1955, and the possibility that the point may have some
importance in the future, I have thought it advisable to review the
negotiations and subsequent developments related to the wording of
that paragraph.

The point in question was the interpretation of the first sentence
in Paragraph 2 of the Agreed Announcement, which reads as follows:

(U.S. Section)
“2. The Government of the Republic of India will be invited to

assist in the return to the People’s Republic of China of those Chinese
who desire to do so as follows:”

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/10-455. Confidential. Sent via
air pouch. Drafted by Johnson and Clough. Brackets are in the original.
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(PRC Section)

“2. The Government of the United Kingdom will be invited to
assist in the return to the United States of those Americans who desire
to do so as follows:”

Enclosure No. 1 shows the wording of this sentence proposed by
each side during the course of the negotiations.

It is readily apparent from a perusal of these successive propos-
als that each side clung consistently to its point of view throughout
the negotiations, at least up to the time that the final wording was
agreed upon. The Chinese side sought a wording which either stated or
implied that the PRC would entrust India with the function of assisting
the return of Chinese from the United States, to which the United States
would agree. In like manner, the United States would entrust to the U.K.
the function of assisting the return of Americans from China, to which
the PRC would agree. We consistently opposed this wording, proposing
instead a statement to the effect that the United States would authorize
India to act in the United States, while the PRC would authorize the
U.K. to act there. Nothing was said in the United States texts or in my
statements to Wang concerning the action to be taken by the PRC with
respect to India or the U.S. with respect to the U.K.

These apparently irreconcilable positions were held to tenaciously
by both sides until the crucial 12th meeting of August 31. It was at this
meeting that the compromise wording was agreed on, whereby we
agreed to drop the word authorize as well as the specific mention that
the action would be taken by the U.S. and the PRC and Wang agreed
to drop the words entrusted and agrees. The compromise word agreed
on was invited—"India (or the U.K.) will be invited . . .”, without speci-
fying except by implication who was to do the inviting. Wang retained
in his Chinese text the word wei t'0, which he had formerly translated
entrust, but which, he explained, also meant to invite.

It seemed to me and to my advisers at the time that this was an agree-
ment on wording rather than a full meeting of minds on substance. Each
side could interpret the new, somewhat ambiguous wording in its own
way and neither was compelled to retreat from its basic position. Each
side was left free to approach both the U.K. and India and describe these
actions in terms appropriate to its own interpretation of Paragraph 2.

I feel sure that in accepting the compromise wording, Wang was
not under any illusion that we had abandoned our position. The fact
that he chose to retain a Chinese word in his text which means entrust
and only very imperfectly translates the English word invite clearly
suggests that he had accepted the idea that each side would interpret
Paragraph 2 in its own way.

Thus, it appeared, following the August 31 meeting, that once the
Agreed Announcement was issued each party would take the action
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it considered necessary to enable the third countries to assume their
functions. It would not be necessary to debate, either in the meetings or
publicly, who was inviting whom.

The first indication that Wang was going to make an issue of the
interpretation of Paragraph 2 came in the 15th meeting on September
14, the first one following the issuance of the Agreed Announcement.
At that meeting I informed Wang that the United States had invited the
Government of India to undertake the functions set forth in the Agreed
Announcement and asked him what action his government had taken
with respect to the United Kingdom. He was apparently caught unpre-
pared by our prompt action with respect to India, as he did not say that
the PRC had extended an invitation to India. The best he could do was
to propose that the U.S. and the PRC deliver to the U.K. and the GO,
respectively, official texts of the Agreed Announcement, which would
“complete the official procedures regarding invitation of third pow-
ers”. He also complained that some press accounts were distorting the
meaning of the Announcement by alleging that the U.S. was to invite
the GOI and the PRC the U.K.

Before the next meeting (the 16th on September 20) it became obvi-
ous that the PRC was prepared to argue vigorously for its interpretation
of Paragraph 2. A commentary, entitled “Forbid the Misinterpretation
of an Agreement” appeared in the Jen Min Jih Pao on September 16,
which alleged that the USIS was distorting the Agreed Announcement
by stating that it was the U.S. which should invite India and the PRC
which should invite the U.K. The commentary rejected this interpre-
tation, declaring that the “attempt” by the USIS to “juggle the facts to
hoodwink world opinion” was “not a very smart trick”.

On the same day, September 16, Wang, acting under instructions
from his government, sent me a letter (my despatch No. 5, September
21, 1955) in which he referred to my statement on September 14 that
the U.S. had formally invited India and declared that this statement
would be interpreted and understood by the PRC as meaning that the
U.S. agreed to India’s assuming the functions entrusted to it by the PRC.
At the same time he asked me to inform him whether the U.S. had for-
mally “entrusted the United Kingdom”, adding that when this had been
done, the PRC would notify the U.K. of its agreement.

At the 16th meeting, on September 20, Wang sought persistently,
but unsuccessfully, to get me to agree to his interpretation. Finally, he
accepted my statement that the U.S. had requested the UK. to assume
the functions set forth in the Agreed Announcement choosing to inter-
pret it as a formal invitation and said that the PRC would notify the U.K.
of its agreement. He also stated at this meeting, for the first time, that the
PRC had formally invited the GOL Although it must have been clear to
Wang after this meeting that the difference of interpretation of Paragraph
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2 remained as sharp as ever, he and his government apparently decided
to make the best of it, for the issue has not been raised again.

A possible explanation of the PRC’s decision to make an issue of the
interpretation of Paragraph 2 is that both Wang and his government
thought the U.S. was interested only in getting a satisfactory wording in
the published Announcement and would tacitly accede in the execution
of the Announcement to the position maintained by the PRC. Some sup-
port is lent this hypothesis by the following statement in Wang's letter:

“It must be pointed out that our side has taken into account the
difficult position in diplomatic relations in which the U.S. Government
finds [itself,] and has acceded to your proposed text on the entrusting
of third powers in its present form in the Agreed Announcement. How-
ever, on the concrete content with regard to the Chinese Government’s
entrusting the Indian Government and the U.S. Government entrusting
the U.K. Government, both sides cannot have any other interpretation.”

If Wang and his government did actually believe that the U.S. was
interested primarily in words rather than substance, it would have
been natural for the PRC to react with surprise and indignation when it
discovered its belief ill-founded.

It is hard to believe that Wang himself, at least, held any such
opinion. He had listened at length to our reasons for insisting that the
U.S. Government authorize the GOI to act in the U.S. In agreeing on the
somewhat ambiguous wording of Paragraph 2 using the word invited
we were careful to give Wang no cause to infer that we had yielded
to his view of what actually should be done with respect to the third
countries.

The most likely explanation of what happened, in my opinion,
is that Wang, possibly not appreciating the clear implication of the
English text, failed to inform his government accurately of the situ-
ation. The fact that he had retained in the Chinese text the word wei
t'o (to entrust) as a translation of the verb to invite may have mis-
led Peiping into believing that we had, in substance, accepted their
position. Wang may have failed to take sufficiently into account the
fact that the Chinese text would be read only in China, while the rest
of the world would interpret the Agreed Announcement according
to the English text. In the meeting on September 20 Wang certainly
gave every appearance of a man who had been caught off base and
was trying desperately to retrieve his error.

Possibly the key to the incident lies in the timing of the actions
taken by the two sides. It happened that I was able to inform Wang on
September 14 that we had invited the GOI to assume its functions in
the U.S., but was unable to tell him at that time what we had done with
respect to the U.K. The PRC Government may have assumed that we
were attempting to force it to invite the U.K. for the purpose either of
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compelling it to accept our interpretation of Paragraph 2 or as a pretext
to delay going on to Item 2 of the Agenda.

The Jen Min Jih Pao commentary suggests that something of this
sort was in the minds of responsible persons in Peiping, for it alleges
that the USIS interpretation “gives the impression that the U.S. Govern-
ment is unwilling to act according to the agreement by commissioning
a third country [i.e., the U.K/] to assist, but would like to make China
responsible for this matter”. The same commentary goes on to warn
that “should the U.S. fail to commission the Government of the U.K,,
the execution of the agreement would be hampered”.

It may be that had I been able on September 14 to inform Wang
of our action regarding the U.K., the issue would never have attained
the proportions that it did, for that would have removed from their
minds the unfounded suspicion that we did not propose to act at all
with respect to the U.K.

Whatever may be the true reason for the Chinese acting the way
they did, one thing is certain—in accepting our compromise wording
for Paragraph 2 of the Agreed Announcement Wang burned his fingers,
and he will be much more cautious in the future.

U. Alexis Johnson
American Ambassador

Enclosure’
“Invitation” to Third Country—Comparison of Successive Texts

August 2 Wang proposed that China and U.S. each entrust third
country of own choice to take charge of affairs of
nationals of each country, first of all their return.

August 11 Chinese draft—"“The People’s Republic of China and
the United States of America will each entrust the
Republic of India and the United Kingdom respectively
with the charge of the affairs of the return of civilians of
the respective countries residing in the other.”

August 16 U.S. draft—"The Embassy of the Republic of India in
the United States will be authorized to assist the return
to the China mainland of those Chinese nationals who
desire to do so.”

(same wording, mutatis mutandis, in Chinese section)

August 18 Chinese draft—"The People’s Republic of China agrees
that the Office of the Charge d’Affaires of the United
Kingdom in the People’s Republic of China will be

2 Confidential.
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authorized to assist the return to the United States of
those American nationals who desire to do so.”
(same wording, mutatis mutandis, in U.S. section)
August 23 U.S. draft—"The United States will authorize the Gov-
ernment of the Republic of India to assist the return to
the People’s Republic of China of those Chinese who
desire to do so.”
(same wording, mutatis mutandis, in Chinese section)
August 25 Chinese draft—"The People’s Republic of China agrees
that the Government of the United Kingdom will be
entrusted to assist in the return to the United States of
America of those Americans who desire to do so.”
(same wording, mutatis mutandis, in U.S. section)
August 31 U.S. draft—"The United States will authorize the Gov-
ernment of the Republic of India to assist the return to
the People’s Republic of China of those Chinese who
desire to do so.”
(same wording, mutatis mutandis, in Chinese section)
September 6 U.S. draft—"The Government of the Republic of India
will be invited to assist in the return to the People’s
Republic of China of those Chinese who desire to do so.”
(same wording, mutatis mutandis, in Chinese section)
September 10 Agreed Announcement—same as above

263. Telegram 811 from Geneva'

Geneva, October 5, 1955, 4 p.m.

811. From Johnson.

1. Two and one-half hour meeting this morning. At opening I
referred to questions and/or suggestions on implementation I had raised
last meeting and hoped Wang had replies this morning. He launched into
long prepared statement terming discussion of item two “thus far unsat-
isfactory”, were spending time on “details” concerning agreed announce-
ment and I was raising questions in this regard to “prevent discussion

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/10-555. Confidential; Niact;
Limited Distribution.
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substance item two”. Renewed suggestions be discussed by assistants or
through UK Charge Peking.

2. Then referring to my suggestion on subjects we discuss under
item two stated “each side may raise subjects it considers should be
discussed and not necessary to limit subjects or to fix their order”.
There is no necessity carry on any prolonged argument on subjects to
be discussed, “will not agree removal any subjects”, then went on with
long justification for discussion higher level meeting largely repeating
previous line. He then referred my two subjects stating he had already
given me list all Americans in China including military personnel, if
by raising subject I intended imply more Americans in China “this was
sheer fabrication”, we have not given them list of Chinese in US, if there
is to be any accounting of personnel up to us to do accounting.

3. Then turned to renunciation of force, should distinguish between
civil conflicts which outside scope of these talks and international dis-
putes. “Even in civil conflicts China had striven for peaceful solutions
when circumstances permit.” “Chiang clique under wings of foreign
forces has refused peaceful settlement and carries on harassing activi-
ties;” China has consistently upheld peaceful settlement international
disputes, consistently supported principles UN Charter on peaceful
settlement international disputes, references to Bandung, Five Princi-
ples, etc. “Chinese do not want to fight with US” and Dulles said no
fighting in Taiwan area between Americans and Chinese. Therefore
no question cease-fire between China and US. US is one using force
achieve national objectives, Taiwan is Chinese territory, was restored
to China World War II and yet US encroaches on and occupies and has
said it will use force prevent liberation. PRC wishes discuss withdrawal
all US forces from Taiwan and coastal islands. If I fully empowered dis-
cuss and settle this question he ready to do likewise. In closing referred
my statement previous meeting I had faith and hope and said he shared
but “we would have to strive harder and prove our desires by deeds”.

4. 1 said I first wanted to deal with implementation. I did not want
to spend time on details, did not see why it was necessary. All that was
required were simple answers to my simple questions, could be disposed
of in few minutes. In reply his suggestion on UK taking up questions
Peiping, pointed out agreed announcement had two aspects: one, actions
to be taken by our governments which were intergovernmental matters
between us, and two, functions third powers. Words of agreed announce-
ment resolved nothing, only implementation resolved questions. Some
of questions I had raised also taken up by UK in Peiping but no satis-
factory replies. Repeated in full three questions on whether Americans
in jail informed of text announcement, their access to UK Charge, and
authority UK Charge interview them. Said simple affirmative answers
would immediately dispose of these questions here. Difficult understand
why he couldn’t give me simple answers, pointing out his failure to do
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so was what was delaying talks. Then made detailed statement point-
ing out none of remaining 19 yet released, could not consider this faith-
ful implementation of announcement, PRC failure give benefit agreed
announcement 10 imprisoned Americans makes it meaningless as far as
Americans in PRC desiring return are concerned. In view of continued
delay becoming more concerned over his statement September 23 meet-
ing implying persons in jail not covered by provisions agreed announce-
ment, could not accept any such construction and asked for confirmation
all American civilians whether or not in jail covered by announcement.
Could not agree to his implied interpretation our not insisting on definite
time limit for release constituted agreement to indefinite delay in release.
Must insist implementation agreed announcement provisions tor expe-
ditious departure all Americans who desire to return including those still
imprisoned. His continued reference to improved relations as factor in
release could not but be interpreted as intent disregard explicit terms of
announcement and “to hold these human beings as hostages for political
advantage”. My government had promptly implemented announcement
and had not and would not attach political conditions to carrying it out.
Chinese have been and still were free to leave. Failure his government
match our promptness in implementation was what was slowing prog-
ress talks. Referring his previous statements on pressure, did not see why
it was submission to pressure for PRC “to do what it publicly declared in
our agreed announcement it was going to do”.

5. He objected all my remarks as falling into item one and again
raising matters which already discussed and settled. PRC would
“faithfully carry out agreement but would not allow any distorted
interpretation” of announcement. Will continue review cases but
action must be accordance Chinese law, cases will be reviewed “in
light of the agreement, degree of the offense, conduct and improve-
ment of relations.” There was then much give and take until he clari-
fied and corrected interpretation of previous statement by saying cases
Americans being reviewed “accordance” agreed announcement and,
in light of discussion, I interpret as being satisfactory statement that
all Americans including those in prison included within announce-
ment. I also pressed him hard on other three questions and although
his answer vague and unsatisfactory with respect to specific assur-
ance each American in prison had been informed of announcement,
reiterated previous assurances wide publicity included measures to
assure every American informed. In spite continual pressure he flatly
refused answer other two questions saying this not the place for dis-
cussion. After long and unsuccessful prodding I expressed hope he
would assure me UK Charge would promptly be given replies. He
kept repeating he had nothing more to say.
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6. I then referred to remainder his statement and said I wished to
study and give detailed reply later. However I pointed out my sugges-
tion on order of discussion of subjects was designed to contribute to
orderly progress. I defined what I meant by US personnel by stating
this concerned American military personnel still missing from Korean
hostilities concerning whom there was reason to believe his authori-
ties had information. Then said considered renunciation of force most
important, therefore probably should be discussed first, and I would be
prepared say more on subject next meeting. Then repeated arguments
against higher level meeting stating nothing he had said this morning
had changed my mind.

7. He replied stating question US military personnel had been fully
covered at Panmunjom, no reason for raising it here, and if we did so he
reserved right raise question of US accounting for personnel detained
in Korean War. Repeated his arguments on higher level meeting as well
as statement that if I had full authority deal with “important and out-
standing questions arising in the Taiwan area” he was ready to discuss.

8. I agreed his proposal next meeting Saturday, October 8. There
was then considerable argument on press communique, he insist-
ing communique be confined to statement we had continued discuss
agenda item two, and I insisting on previous communique. We finally
agreed on simply stating we had met and give time next meeting.

Gowen

264. Telegram 815 from Geneva'

Geneva, October 5, 1955, 4 p.m.

815. From Johnson.

1. In spite of his efforts at today’s meeting to avoid being drawn
into discussion of implementation Wang could not refrain from some
replies and thus again let himself be trapped into such discussion. In
fact outside of his opening statement probably 85 per cent of today’s
discussion was devoted to implementation. However towards end he
realized what he had done and is going to be much more cautious and
difficult this regard at next meeting.

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/10-555. Secret; Priority; Limited
Distribution.
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2. However, he has neatly avoided being drawn into any discus-
sion of “agenda” under Item 2. They have divided our purpose this
regard and it is difficult to argue with his position which is substan-
tially that either of us can bring up any subject within agenda Item 2 he
wishes any time he wishes. We find ourselves on the other side of our
usual controversy in this regard when dealing with Communists.

3. Felt it was in our best interest to agree to Saturday meeting. Nei-
ther of us has thus far opposed other’s proposal for date of meeting.
While we have tacitly alternated on suggested date for next meeting I
had in fact made suggestion at both of last two preceding meetings and
he well realized it was past his “turn” at today’s meeting. Also I felt that
as I was successful in getting through today’s meeting without use any
of additional material Department has authorized under Item 2 I was
in relatively good position for Saturday meeting.

4. With respect implementation feel that I was successful today in
obtaining full retreat by Wang from his previous implication announce-
ment did not apply imprisoned Americans. Feel I pressed other ques-
tions at today’s meeting give O’Neill excellent basis for formal approach
on unanswered questions affecting UK functions and I hope he will
promptly follow up.

Gowen

Note: Mr. Waddell’s office (FE) notified 10/5/55 3:36 p.m. EMB (CWO)

265. Telegram 817 from Geneva'

Geneva, October 5, 1955, 5 p.m.

817. From Johnson.

1. Two of problems I face with respect to next meeting are Wang’s
probable refusal be drawn into any discussion implementation and
his already expressed refusal be drawn into discussion of an “agenda”
under item two. Have managed maintain present line for almost one
month with negative results thus far on return additional Americans.
Within narrow frame of obtaining return Americans I would be inclined
to continue on and harden our present line up to point of threatening

LSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/10-555. Secret; Priority; Limited
Distribution.
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take issue to public and facing break if necessary. However within large
frame of reference this is not practical.

2. Therefore, my inclination for next meeting or two is try out tactic
of what might be termed softening our line by omitting all reference to
implementation and concentrating on renunciation of force. I do not
see we lose anything by this and hope we might gain something with
respect release Americans. I have in every possible way expressed our
dissatisfaction with implementation and have thoroughly preserved
my ability return to it at any time. If this tactic produces no favorable
results on release Americans during course next meeting or two I am
in a position to return to implementation in stronger terms than ever.

3. Renunciation of force is nothing they desire discuss and it
gives them nothing. My thought would be to open next meeting with
prepared statement, giving Wang a copy, and see where this leads. It
is also an excellent reply to his statement at today’s meeting to which
I'would attempt no direct reply at this time.

4. With respect to future offer for consideration thought that I
might at some time suggest either of us could at end these talks bring
up any procedural matters we considered appropriate and any dis-
cussion higher level meeting should be deferred until that time. This
would be consistent our present position and still keep pot of gold
dangling. Unless we do something this nature seems to me in spite
our best efforts going to become increasingly clear to CHICOMS that
there is nothing for them in item two. We must postpone as long as
possible their coming to this conclusion, and this is becoming increas-
ingly difficult.

Gowen

266. Telegram 818 from Geneva'

Geneva, October 5, 1955, 6 p.m.

818. From Johnson.

NCNA correspondent here has today apparently dropped line
imprisoned Americans not covered by agreed announcement. Is now

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/10-555. Confidential.
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feeding line cases being reviewed and “pressure” on CHICOMs release
raises problem of face, making action difficult.

Gowen

Note: Mr. Waddell’s office (FE) notified 10/5/55 3:39 p.m. EMB (CWO)

267. Telegram 819 from Geneva'

Geneva, October 5, 1955, 10 p.m.

819. From Johnson.

1. At 19th meeting October 5, I asked Wang if he had some replies
to questions I had asked him last meeting.

2. Wang read from long prepared statement. He said he believed
both of us recognized our discussion agenda item two thus far had been
unsatisfactory. It had been nearly a month since agreement on return of
civilians from both sides concluded, but we were still spending time on
details of implementation thus preventing us from proceeding to dis-
cussion agenda item two. At last meeting I had raised questions which
went into details of implementation of agreement. Such questions
might well be put to Chinese Government in accordance with terms of
agreement by third state entrusted with functions. In our case it would
be United Kingdom. Since both sides had entrusted respective third
states perform functions, we should trust Embassy or office of Charge
of third states to handle detailed questions on implementation of agree-
ment instead of interfering with our talks here.

3. Wang said he could not agree with way questions on implemen-
tation being used by me to prevent discussion substance of item two.
He had suggested at last meeting that our assistants get together to
discuss details of implementation and consider any reasonable sug-
gestions I might wish make. I had turned down proposal, however, so
under circumstances he thought questions on implementation should
be addressed to Chinese Government through UK Charge.

4. He said I had also put forward two subjects under agenda item
two and had raised question of order of subjects. He had indicated he
could not agree to removal any of his subjects nor to any fixed order
for discussion. There was no necessity for carrying on prolonged

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/10-555. Confidential; Priority;
Limited Distribution.
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argument on such procedural questions. Under agenda item two
“other practical matters” we had agreed each side could raise any
question it thought should be discussed so that there would be free
expression of opinions. Therefore, it was not necessary limit subjects
for discussion nor to fix order. Both sides could express opinions on
all subjects raised and proceed take action first on points on which we
able reach accord. Thus we would keep from falling into controversy
over procedural matters and not hinder talks from making further
progress.

5. He said on September 14 he had put forward two subjects
for discussion under agenda item two: “question of embargo” and
“preparations for Sino-American negotiations at a higher level.” He
had explained what he meant by two subjects. He could not agree
that higher level meeting was not a “practical matter.” I had said at
last meeting his suggestion appeared to imply a decision even before
discussion at this level that it impossible for us settle practical mat-
ters in these talks. His suggestions, on contrary, did not contain this
implication at all. His proposal that each side could raise any sub-
ject it wished discuss should have removed any misunderstanding
this score. Opinion his side it more practical to negotiate at a higher
level such major questions as easing and eliminating tension between
China and US in Taiwan area. It was definitely practical matter and
fit subject for these talks to arrange such practical and feasible chan-
nels as might be needed to settle issues of outstanding importance
between China and US.

6. Wang continued by saying I had maintained a higher level meet-
ing could only be held after these talks. His side had also envisaged that
the higher level meeting should come after these talks were completed.
That was no reason we should not arrange for convening higher level
conference here. If we fail to make arrangement here it would make con-
vening higher level conference more difficult.

7. He said he also wanted to know my opinion on question of
embargo. I had stated last meeting I had two subjects: accounting for
US personnel and renunciation of use of force. However, I had not
given any explanation of these two subjects. He found it hard to under-
stand why subject “so-called accounting” had been raised. At outset of
talks on agenda item one he had given list 87 Americans which repre-
sented all Americans in China. It included all Americans both civilian
and military. If by raising subject I had intended imply there were still
more Americans in China this was sheer fabrication which his side not
able accept. Up to now our side had not submitted to his side list of all
Chinese in US. If there was to be any accounting at all it was up to our
side give him complete list Chinese.
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8. Wang said with respect to question renunciation of force, we
should distinguish between civil war (internal conflicts) and interna-
tional disputes. Civil conflicts clearly would fall outside terms of ref-
erence these talks. But even with respect to civil conflicts China had
striven for peaceful solutions when circumstances permitted. Fact was
that Chiang clique under wings of foreign forces had refused peaceful
settlement and carried on harassing activities. Wang’s side could not
stand by and do nothing.

9. He said that with respect to international disputes, they had
always upheld their settlement by negotiation. China in association
with other countries had initiated the Five Principles of Peaceful
Coexistence. They had consistently supported the provisions of Charter
of United Nations concerning settlement of disputes by peaceful means
and calling for no recourse to force. During Asian African conference in
Bandung China had explicitly stated its position this regard and joined
with others in issuing statements. With respect Sino-American relations
Chou En-lai had repeatedly and explicitly stated that there was no war
between China and United States, that Chinese people did not want to
fight with America, and we should sit down and negotiate. Secretary
of State Dulles had also said that no fighting going on in Taiwan area
between Chinese and Americans. Therefore, there was no question of
arranging cease-fire between China and America.

10. He said if we were to discuss renunciation of force that it was pre-
cisely US which was using force to achieve national objectives. Taiwan
was Chinese territory. It was restored to China after World War II. And
yet US had encroached upon it, and occupied it and would use force to
prevent liberation of Taiwan and islands off coast China. If we discussed
question then we would have to discuss withdrawal all US forces from
Taiwan and islands. They had recognized that it would be very difficult
to settle this question in these talks so they did not raise it. However, if
we wished to discuss it here and I had full authority to discuss and settle
this problem he was ready to discuss it with me.

11. He concluded saying that in previous meeting I had said I had
faith and hope that two of us would make progress on practical matters
and would strive to do so. He warmly welcomed this statement and
assured me he would strive to best his ability realize that hope. Mean-
while, he wanted point out in all frankness that if we were to realize
hope of both of us we would have to strive harder than before, and both
should prove desire we had expressed by our actual deeds.

12. In reply I said he had made a long statement and I wanted to
carefully study and consider it. But first I wanted to deal with question
of implementation agreed announcement. He had expressed desire not
to spend too much time on details and I certainly agree as I had told him
at last meeting. Furthermore, I did not see why it should be necessary
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for us to do so. He had suggested that these be dealt with through UK
Charge or Indian Embassy. I wanted point out agreed announcement
provided for certain actions to be taken by our respective governments
and provided for other functions to be performed by other countries.
Those matters which according to agreed announcement concerned
actions by our governments were an intergovernmental matter between
us. Words of agreed announcement resolved nothing, but only imple-
mentation of these words would resolve problem with which we were
concerned under agenda item one. Some of questions I had raised had
also been raised by UK Charge in Peking but satisfactory replies had
not been received by him.

13. In addition to question of 19 Americans injail,  had raised three
simple questions at several meetings. In accordance with his sugges-
tion I had rephrased these questions in the form of suggestions which
he had said his government would be willing to consider. These three
suggestions were simply: (1) I asked whether or not he could confirm
that Americans in jail had been given text of agreed announcement in
language they could understand. We had received no information from
UK Charge confirming this done. It seemed very simple matter and he
could simply answer with yes which would dispose of this question. (2)
I asked whether or not those persons in jail could freely communicate
with or otherwise have access to UK Charge in accordance with terms
agreed announcement. Again very simple affirmative answer could
dispose of this question here. (3) I asked whether or not UK Charge
would be permitted interview persons who desired return if under
agreed announcement US wanted facts in any such case investigated.
Again simple affirmative answer would dispose this question here.

14. I considered these matters of implementation of announce-
ment ones which concerned both our governments. These questions
had also been raised by UK Charge and replies satisfactory to US had
not been received through him. I found it difficult understand why I
could not have answers to these simple questions. Difficult understand
why his government appeared be moving so slowly in implementing
agreed announcement and thus delaying our talks here. Best way make
progress would be for his government implement announcement and
for him frankly inform me here in this regard. At last meeting he had
assured me that his government would faithfully carry out agreed
announcement. He told me that cases of remaining 19 Americans were
being reviewed individually and that British Charge would be notified
of results of these reviews. Yet, up to present time, I did not know of
a single such case which has been reported to British Charge, despite
fact a month had passed since issuance of agreed announcement. I
found difficult see how this was “faithful implementation” of the
announcement. Apparent failure his government, up to the present, to
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give benefit of agreed announcement to imprisoned Americans made it
meaningless as far as Americans in his country were concerned.

15.1said in view of his government’s continued delay in permitting
any of 19 Americans to return, I was becoming more concerned over a
statement which he made at our 17th meeting on September 23. He had
said that agreed announcement concerned civilians, and not those he
termed criminals or persons who had violated laws. He implied that
persons in jail were not “civilians” and therefore not covered by pro-
visions of agreed announcement. He did not mention nor even hint at
such an interpretation of agreed announcement during course of our
discussions prior to September 10 and I wanted to make it clear that I
could not accept any such construction of announcement. I asked him
to confirm to me that agreed announcement applied to all American
civilians whether or not they were in his jails.

16. I said that at our last meeting also he had referred to my pro-
posal, made during course of our discussions, that he specify a defi-
nite period of time within which all Americans in his country would
be allowed to leave. As he had pointed out, he refused to specify any
length of time. I had expressed to him a number of times my govern-
ment’s dissatisfaction with his government’s refusal to accede to this
reasonable proposal. Nevertheless, in interest of advancing these talks
and on basis of his assurances that imprisoned Americans would be
released expeditiously, my government did consent to issuance of
the agreed announcement, even in absence of a specific time limit for
release of Americans. His remarks at last meeting made it appear he
interpreted my government’s concession in not insisting on a definite
time limit as constituting agreement to indefinite delay by his govern-
ment in releasing Americans. I emphatically rejected any such inter-
pretation and stated clearly and unequivocally that my government
considered that agreed announcement provided for expeditious depar-
ture from his country of all Americans who desired to return to United
States, including those Americans still imprisoned.

17. I said he had also repeated several times at our last meeting
that only improved relations between our two countries could enable
his government to take “more lenient” attitude toward Americans in
prison. It was difficult for us not to interpret this as an intent by his gov-
ernment to disregard explicit terms of our announcement and to hold
these human beings as hostages for political advantage.

18. I said my government had issued agreed announcement in
good faith, promptly and energetically began to implement it and
fully expected that his government would do same. My government
attached no political conditions to its carrying out of terms announce-
ment and does not intend to do so. Chinese were permitted to leave
United States freely even before issuance of agreed announcement and
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since that time have continued to depart freely. From July 11 to October
3, 402 Chinese left United States for Far East.

19. I said he had accused my government of intentionally stalling
in order not to begin discussion of subjects introduced under agenda
item two. I did not see any basis for such an accusation. My government
acted with great promptness to implement agreed announcement and
thus cleared way for promptly going on to item two. It was only failure
of his government to act with equal promptness which had resulted in
slowing progress of talks. If stalling was involved, it should be obvious
that that was where fault lay.

20. I'said he had also implied that if his government were to release
all Americans promptly, this would be submitting to pressure. I did
not see how carrying out promptly an obligation which a government
had freely and publicly accepted could be regarded as submitting to
pressure. My government certainly did not consider it was submitting
to pressure in setting up arrangements for India to assist departure of
Chinese from the US and taking other action it had taken with respect
to Chinese in the US. Why should it be considered any more submis-
sion to pressure for his government to do what it publicly declared in
our agreed announcement it was going to do?

21. I said I would comment later on some other points raised in
remainder his statement.

22. Wang replied he considered all remarks I had just made
belonged in field agenda item one which we had already covered in
our discussion and to which his side had already replied. Regarding
implementation agreement he had repeatedly said his side would
carry out agreement faithfully. However he would not allow any dis-
torted interpretation of agreement question return of Americans in
prison had to be dealt with according Chinese law. His side would
continue review cases these people but action on part his government
could only be carried out in light of conditions which he had told me.
That is their cases would be reviewed by taking into account degree
of their offenses, their conduct, and improvement relations between
two countries in light of agreement we had reached. Only under such
circumstances would it be possible his government adopt measures
more lenient than present very lenient measures being taken. He
could not agree to changing legal procedures of China and conditions
he had informed me of and demand that Chinese Government do cer-
tain things unconditionally.

23. Wang said with respect question details implementation agree-
ment he had suggested assistants both sides hold meetings at which
our side could put forward any reasonable suggestion it wished. As
he had said in statement this morning these questions might also be
raised by UK Charge with his government. In his view if we continued
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entangle talks in such details it would not contribute to progress in our
talks. Fault for stalling talks which prevented a full exchange of views
on agenda item two was not theirs and they were not satisfied with
state of things.

24. I said I was not satisfied either. I had asked him again in this
meeting questions which I had asked in previous meetings. Instead of
discussing where these questions should be discussed, referring them
to third country or referring them to our assistants, these questions
could be disposed of in a few minutes between us. He had spoken of
my distorting the interpretation of announcement. If I had distorted it
in any way that was what I wanted to know. I had asked him to confirm
to me whether his government interpreted announcement to apply to
all civilians whether or not they were in prison. This was vital matter
between our two governments and not one which could be dealt with
by assistants or third powers. Other three questions I had asked him
had also been raised by UK Charge in Peiping and he had not received
any satisfactory replies to them. Certainly Wang could simply say yes,
Americans in prison had been given text agreed announcement in lan-
guage which they understood. Certainly he could say yes those Ameri-
cans have been given freedom communicate with UK Charge. Certainly
he could say yes UK Charge would be permitted interview these per-
sons who desired return if my government wanted facts in their cases to
be investigated. I did not see why we spent so much time on this matter
either but I did not see why direct replies should be avoided. I never
suggested that action his government took to implement announce-
ment should disregard Chinese legal processes and it was assumed
that his government had taken this into consideration when he agreed
announcement. Again I wished to say I had made no demands. I was
merely asking how announcement was being implemented.

25. Wang said he had already answered some of questions I had
raised previously and this was not place for discussing other questions.
If we continued to put forward all questions dealt with in our meet-
ings in past he would have to say these questions were being used to
stall progress of meetings. If we discuss questions which should not
belong within field of discussion in this meeting then their discussion
for even one minute was a waste of time. He could not understand why
we repeat work which could be done by the third states after we had
entrusted these third states in accordance with agreed announcement.
If we had any reasonable suggestions these could be raised in a meeting
of assistants instead of continuing discussion here and thus preventing
progress. No necessity discuss these questions at this meeting because
if I felt I had reasonable suggestions to make we might as well arrange
special meeting of assistants to consider any reasonable suggestions.
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26. Wang said since 15th meeting we had held four sessions and
discussion agenda item two was still in beginning stage so easy see
why he was dissatisfied with progress of talks. He hoped at meeting
of Ambassadors when we had limited time at our disposal we would
not bring up over and over again those questions we had dealt with
in past. If we went on this way it would prevent discussion of major
issues we came here to discuss. Points I have raised had been dealt with
by his side many times. Remaining Americans who had violated laws
were only handful and they would be dealt with in light of agreement
reached, in accordance with Chinese legal procedures, and considering
the seriousness of their crimes and their conduct. Individual reviews of
their cases would be made and when completed his side would inform
UK which was third country entrusted by our side. It not necessary for
us to discuss at this meeting questions of this nature.

27. 1 asked if it was correct that his government did consider terms
of agreed announcement applied to all American civilians including
prisoners.

28. Wang said he had already replied to this question and he could
not make any interpretation beyond his statement.

29.1said it was very simple question but I had difficulty interpret-
ing his reply. All I had asked for was clarification.

30. Wang asked if I was not clear about answers he had given me.

31.1said no, I was not.

32. Wang read again from prepared text which he said was
only reply he could give because it was in conformity with agreed
announcement.

33. I asked whether phrase “in light of agreement” could be trans-
lated as “in accordance with agreement.” At that point there was some
discussion between interpreters during which it appeared “in light of”
should from beginning have been translated “in accordance with.”

34. I said I had no intention of belaboring point but he had said
he had also answered my other questions. If he had done so in previ-
ous meetings I may have missed his answers. I asked if he felt he had
answered my other questions.

35. Wang replied he had answered some of them.

36. I said I could not recall when.

37. Wang said I might refer to record of meetings.

38. I'said I had done so and I could not find his answers.  had no
intention of belaboring point, but I wanted to know if each American
had received text of agreed announcement in English.

39. Wang said this question had been answered in past.

40. Was answer “yes”?
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41. He said, “yes, of course.” It was provided that agreed announce-
ment be given wide publicity.

42. 1 said may be some did not see announcement and there was
special responsibility on part his government to see that those in prison
had been given copies of announcement. I simply wanted to know if
that had been done.

43. Wang said he had told me that agreed announcement provided
for wide publicity which meant that everyone should know about it.
He had told me his side was faithfully carrying out agreement. This
question was one of those which arose out of implementation of agree-
ment. Didn’t I trust them to faithfully implement agreement?

44. 1 said I was not raising question of trust and accepted his state-
ment. I naturally had a question because some of those Americans
released from prison had not heard of agreed announcement. I merely
wanted him to assure me that the appropriate authorities in his country
had made sure the text of agreed announcement was given to prisoners.
I was willing accept his assurances this had been done.

45. Wang said his side would implement fully anything required
of them by agreed announcement. He did not believe information on
which I had based my statement was accurate.

46.1replied I had merely passed on to him information which those
who had been released had given to us. I hoped he would assure him-
self that others had been informed. I hoped I could accept his statement
regarding implementation of agreed announcement as indicating per-
sons in jail would have freedom to communicate with UK Charge and
that he would be permitted to interview them. UK Charge had received
no communication from any of individuals concerned although almost
one month had now passed since agreed announcement issued. This
was difficult for us to understand.

47. Following long pause Wang said he had nothing to say in this
regard. He asked if I had anything to say on points he had raised.

48. T asked if he were unable to give me an answer to these two
questions. I did not want to discuss them at length.

49. Wang said he did not consider it necessary to answer these
questions here. As he had suggested, they could be handled in a meet-
ing of assistants or through third powers.

50. I said these questions had already been raised by UK Charge
and no replies received. I hoped he could assure me that replies would
be received by UK Charge promptly. If he received replies it would not
be necessary raise questions here.

51. Wang said he had nothing to say.

52. I said this was very disappointing to me. Regarding remainder
of his statement I wished to study it carefully because it was long and
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I would reply in detail at next meeting. I would hope at next meeting
question implementation would be satisfactorily resolved so not neces-
sary to spend time on that.

53.1said I had made suggestion last meeting regarding subjects we
might discuss and order in which we might discuss them. It seemed me
it would contribute to orderly progress our discussion if we had some
understanding regarding order we would discuss questions. Regarding
item on accounting for US personnel I had in mind question of military
personnel still missing from Korean hostilities concerning whom my
government had reason believe authorities in his country might have
some information. However I considered problem of renunciation of
force as most important and most fundamental subject with which we
had to deal. Therefore, I considered we should discuss that first and we
would be prepared at next meeting to go into that subject.

54. I said I welcomed his statement that he shared my hope we
could make progress in dealing with some of these problems here. I
believed we could. It seemed to me, only after we saw what progress
we were able to make here, that question of what would happen after
these meetings would arise. I had given my thoughts regarding dis-
cussion of meeting at higher level and what he had said in that regard
did not change my view previously expressed that this was procedural
matter. I honestly did not see how question of where or in what forum
we discussed these issues between us was an issue in itself. These were
two different matters. First was practical questions between two coun-
tries. Entirely apart from these was where they should be discussed and
by whom. My government had agreed to our discussing these practical
questions here. I could not see how proposal of another place to discuss
these questions was in itself a practical matter, and nothing he had said
had served to change my mind on this. I desired to make a careful reply
to rest of his statement at next meeting.

55. Wang said by item “accounting for personnel” had I in mind
personnel in Korea conflict?

56. I said American personnel.

57. Wang said he thought there was no reason for raising this ques-
tion which had already become famous because of discussions regard-
ing it at Kaesong and Panmunjom. He felt it regrettable that questions
of Korean War which had already been discussed were being put for-
ward at this meeting. If there was to be any talk about accounting for
personnel it was for United States to account for personnel it detained
in Korean War. If I wanted to raise this question he would also reserve
right raise similar question of this nature.

58. Wang said he could not accept our contention that discussion
preparations for higher level meeting was merely procedural matter.
He had in mind that issues outstanding importance between China
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and US would be more practically discussed between two govern-
ments at higher level. This did not mean that higher level confer-
ence would replace our talks, but simply that there were number of
questions which could be more appropriately discussed in certain
forums at certain places. He said an illustration was fact that before
our talks started here, contacts were made between our consular
representatives. The American side had proposed these contacts be
raised to Ambassadorial level because it was found that there were
some questions which could not be settled by consular representa-
tives and which could be resolved in a conference at Ambassado-
rial level. His side considered there were still other questions which
could be more practically resolved in higher level conference. If I had
full authority to resolve important and outstanding questions arising
in Taiwan area, then he was ready discuss these questions with me.
At next meeting when I made more detailed reply he would com-
ment further.

59. I said I had nothing more.
60. Wang proposed we meet again October 8 and I agreed.

61. I said I would like to issue the same press statement we had
made after last meeting.

62. Wang said he had indicated he would not agree to issue any
more statements similar to one after last meeting. He suggested a state-
ment saying we continued discussion on second item of agenda and
omitting any reference to agenda item one. He added this form was
exactly similar to press releases during discussion agenda item one and
suggested we might use it for entire period of discussion agenda item
two.

63. I said I did not want to go back over our substantive discus-
sion, this release was not entirely factual because we had also discussed
implementation of agreed announcement.

64. Wang said implementation of agreed announcement was sup-
plementary question and not main issue. Furthermore implementation
was not listed on agenda, therefore, no justification for including state-
ment on implementation item one.

65. I said I disagreed because I considered implementation agreed
announcement as major item and whether or not he agreed in this posi-
tion, it was one I had taken at meeting. I was unable agree with his
suggestion and if he was unable accept mine may be best follow his
suggestion last meeting we say nothing about subjects discussed.

66. He agreed to release: “The Ambassadors of the United States
of America and the People’s Republic of China held their 19th meeting
today. The next meeting will be held at 10 am Saturday, October 8.”

Gowen
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268. Telegram 834 to Geneva'

Washington, October 6, 1955, 5:35 p.m.

834. For Johnson.

Penultimate paragraph Department’s 826.

Father McGuire of NCWC advises Belgian priest’s report not
based on recent contact with Walsh. Walsh’s superior sent him telegram
September 23 instructing him leave Red China and report travel plans
soonest. Although no word yet from Walsh, McGuire assures us Walsh
will comply these instructions.

Dulles

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/10-655. Official Use Only.
Drafted by Nagoski.

269. Telegram 838 to Geneva'

Washington, October 6, 1955, 7:16 p.m.

838. For Johnson.
Your 817. Guidance for 20th Meeting Oct. 8.

1. Omission of any reference at next meeting to serious Chinese
Communist dereliction in implementation Agreed Announcement
would result in failure to reflect our continuous concern at absence any
evidence Chinese Communist good faith in last four weeks. It would
be inappropriate to conceal our preoccupation with this all-important
issue at any meeting while Chinese Communist compliance remains
incomplete. We wish keep box score on detained Americans constantly
before Wang until all released.

2. However we recognize that repetitive debate on this question at
next meeting might be counterproductive. You are authorized to con-
fine your remarks on this subject to a short but emphatic recall of total
Chinese Communist non-performance since September 10. Remind
Wang that British Charge d’Affaires so far has been entirely unable

L Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/10-555. Secret; Priority; Limit
Distribution. Drafted by McConaughy; cleared in draft by Phleger and by Sebald.
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perform any functions envisaged for him under Agreed Announce-
ment; register our profound dissatisfaction and concern; state that there
has been no announcement of release any Americans in last four weeks
although QUOTE expeditious UNQUOTE release pledged; and end
with observation that we shall continually scrutinize record of Chinese
Communist performance or non-performance most closely.

3. After making this brief statement and without insisting on fur-
ther discussion, you may then proceed with renunciation of force item.
Presentation of statement approved. Material for your use in later dis-
cussions now being prepared.

4. Itisnot essential to fix a rigid order of all agenda items under Point
Two at next meeting although this may serve as subject for discussion.

5. We have requested Foreign Office to instruct O’Neill to put your
three unanswered questions to Chinese Communist Foreign Office
through formal approach. Text of our memorandum to British being
sent you separately.

6. Meetings only three or four days apart are too frequent. FYI Other
demands on Secretary and senior officers Department are so heavy
that Geneva developments cannot be appraised and new instructions
approved at such short intervals. In future endeavor arrange minimum
one week interval.

Dulles

270. Letter 11 from Johnson to McConaughy'

Letter No. 11 Geneva, October 6, 1955

Dear Walter:

I have received both your letters No. 16 and No. 17 and found them
very interesting and helpful. I know the time these take from your hec-
tic day, but want you to know that from my standpoint it is well worth
while.

I was sorry to miss writing you last week, but just could not make
it and felt I had thoroughly covered the situation in my telegrams. At
the last minute I decided to drive to Prague in the new Oldsmobile I
had delivered to me here. Left at 5 a.m. and got to Prague at 9 p.m.

! Source: Department of State, Geneva Talks Files, Lot 72D415. Secret; Official-
Informal. Johnson signed the original “Alex.”
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clocking exactly 635 miles on the speedometer. I drove back on Mon-
day the same way, but do not think I will repeat as it is pretty strenu-
ous. However, I was very glad I went. Harold Vedeler has just arrived
up there as Counselor and we had a good chance to talk things over.
Also made a lot of calls including the Acting Foreign Minister, picked
up much information, and made arrangements with the Czechs for
Vedeler to start on the extensive economic negotiations which I had
been hoping to carry out but which could not wait any longer. Also
made arrangements for me to keep track of the negotiations here. There
will come a time when I should probably go up there for about a week
to help out. Found to my surprise the Czech press and radio are report-
ing my movements in considerable detail.

While I think of it, would you ask Newt to send to me here the FE
and UN tear sheets from the Daily Summary that he has been sending
to Prague. I will find them very useful here.

As I indicated in my telegram, I felt the renunciation of force
statement to be a masterpiece and am anxious to use it. I was sorely
tempted to do so at yesterday’s meeting but as I got along all right
without it decided to hold off in pursuance of the objective of string-
ing things out.

As I have also indicated I am still far from happy with the miss-
ing military personnel statement although it is an enormous improve-
ment over the first draft you sent me. I hope that I did not ruffle too
many feelings in my comments on it, but I wanted to make it abso-
lutely clear that I had no doubt it was just the wrong way to go about
things. Frankly, I do not see why we have to let Defense have such a
big voice in exactly how I handle the matter here. It does not seem to
me that is their business. They should give us the problem and the
information and then it should primarily be our decision on how it is
handled. It seems to me that too much attention is being paid to the
public aspects of my presentation. After all the meetings are closed,
there should not be any occasion to make the details of what I say
on the subject public, and when publicity is given to the matter it
can be handled in way we and Defense desire. It still does not seem
to me that a sterile rehash of the Panmunjom approach is the way to
go about the matter in this forum. I was, therefore, seeking for some
new approach in a maximum effort to achieve some results rather
than approaching the matter from the standpoint of building up a
public record that looks good on paper to the “give them hell” school
of thought. I am sorry, but I wanted to get this off my chest, and hav-
ing said it will go ahead and do what I am told. It probably does not
make too much difference as we are not likely to get anything in any
event. Perhaps it might have the good effect of goading them into
raising the subject of the 21,000 and this could furnish material for
much discussion.
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Incidentally, I fully share your concern over the detailed material I
have available to support my position on the 450 and hope I am never
forced into details.

There is another subject I have never raised in my telegrams on which
I'would appreciate some word in a telegram if you do not agree with my
understanding. It has not yet arisen in our meetings but may well do so.
Even accepting our present position on a list of subjects for discussion
under item two, I do not interpret this as precluding the raising of other
subjects by either side during the course of the talks. We, of course, do
not in any way commit ourselves in advance to discuss any subject, but
it seems to me that either side can raise any subject it might desire. We
might change our mind about old subjects, or something entirely new
might come up which it would be desired I raise here. In any event it
seems to me consistent with our position that we not close the door to the
raising of new subjects.

I believe that the suggestion with regard to giving some restrained
publicity to the possibility of travel to the PRC when detained Americans
are out to be excellent. You will recall that in my dinner conversations
with Wang he showed considerable interest in this and believe that it is
a very definite bait for them. I would think it well that anything that is
said not be in too black and white terms; i.e., not to say that never will
any passport be issued until all Americans are out, but rather somewhat
blandly to assume that implementation of the Agreed Announcement

will shortly be completed and then passports could in appropriate cases
be validated.

Incidentally, I thought the Secretary’s press conference statement
on Tuesday was excellent and very helpful. Just as a small note I have
got some ribbing from the correspondents here that after all my expla-
nations of the difference between an “Agreed Announcement” and
an “Agreement”, the Secretary uses “Agreement” in his statement
although I feel his usage was entirely unexceptional.

I am also sorry about all the confusion with the CAS man and
Colm. He was a very nice fellow and I hope that CAS does not feel
I was ungracious, as it certainly was kind of them to offer to help. As
I'told you, he stoutly said CAS had no desire to keep him here to gather
background although I made it entirely clear to him that he was entirely
welcome to do so and I would give him full cooperation.

I do appreciate your successful efforts to get my instructions to
me at least the day before the meeting although I know the problem
this represents at times. For a time I was receiving them on the morn-
ing of the meeting and this makes things pretty tight for me. One of
the difficulties with this is the danger that because of decoding diffi-
culties I would miss something. One morning I had to go to a meet-
ing with the knowledge that there was a NIACT for me which they
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had not yet been able to unscramble as it required servicing by the
Department. Fortunately, it did not turn out to be anything of great
importance for that particular meeting but it gave me a very uneasy
feeling for the time being.

I'am very glad that you have established direct contact with the UK
Embassy in Washington so as to keep them fully informed on matters of
direct concern to them. It seems to me very important that O’Neill and
I know very promptly and fully what the other is doing. Give Hubert
Graves my very best. It is a comfort to know that he is back.

I think I have rather fully covered the major questions in my tele-
grams and will not repeat them here. I hope shortly to receive the
Department’s study on renunciation of force. The prepared statement
gives me an excellent opening but am anxious to have the full back-
ground of our thinking.

If and when we ever get around to “embargo”, I wonder whether
a simple explanation of the rationale behind our trade controls is going
to be the best approach. It seems to me we have a choice between a
presentation that assumes they are never in our minds going to qualify
for any relaxation, or that there are certain standards which if they met
we would consider relaxation. We have also got to be clear as to when
we are talking about our total embargo, the CHINCOM level and the
Soviet level.

As you know I never did feel that we were going to obtain any
quick or mass release of the remaining Americans, and still feel it is
going to be a long slow process. If there were no compulsion to keep
the talks going, there would be many things we could do which might
or might not be successful. However, I do not see how I can go much
farther than I have and still keep them going. There is no doubt their
asking price for the release of all of the remainder is something on the
embargo, but most important of all the Foreign Ministers” meeting. It
is a dirty business on their part, but that is the way they are playing
the game. How much less they would settle for remains to be seen.
If we are going to keep the talks going, I do not see much choice but
to keep postponing as long as possible any final conclusion on their
part they are going to get nothing out of them. I think Americans will
begin shortly to trickle out but doubt that we are going to get them
all any time soon. Perhaps the Secretary can use Molotov during the
Foreign Ministers” Conference here quietly to bring some pressure on
them. However, the difficulty is what we are able impliedly to prom-
ise or threaten. I do not see we have much ammunition in the way of
threats, neither do I see we are able to say much in the way of implied
promises. The only real weapon we have is using the pressure of for-
eign opinion on their performance under the Agreed Announcement
and I think the time is approaching that we should do so. I do not
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think public opinion is too much of a factor. I think we might con-
sider rather fully briefing our Ambassadors in such countries as India,
Indonesia, Burma, Moscow, etc. so that they could at suitable oppor-
tunities point out to the government leaders there how the CHICOMS
are failing to live up to their pledged word and this would filter back
to Peiping.

I wonder how we will organize things when the Secretary is here
for the Foreign Ministers” Conference. It will be important that things
not operate so as to tend to cut you and Walter out, and hope that you
will discuss it with the Secretary before he leaves.

Your praise of my handling of things is most generous and heart-
ening, but I hope you will be equally frank in passing on any criticisms
that you feel should be considered. I know that there are many opinions
on how to handle something like this and it is only by my sifting out
as many of them as possible that I can reach what I hope are sound
conclusions.

All the best.
Sincerely,

U. Alexis Johnson
American Ambassador

PS. I would appreciate your continuing to pass on anything you
pick up on what is happening with respect to the Indian arrangement.
I suppose they will get a certain number of approaches from persons
hoping to get a free ride home.

271. Telegram 841 to Geneva'

Washington, October 7, 1955, 1:24 p.m.

841. For Johnson. Deptel 809.

Telegraph Clough’s departure date. In absence special consider-
ations not known to Department, request he endeavor depart immedi-
ately after reports completed October 3 meeting.

Dulles

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/10-755. Official Use Only.
Drafted by McConaughy; cleared in FE/EX and by Sebald.
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272. Telegram 847 to Geneva'

Washington, October 7, 1955, 6:48 p.m.

847. For Johnson.

Chicom attention to Geneva talks and Taiwan issue during past
week slightly increased over previous week, but still relatively small in
proportion total propaganda output. General tone Peiping propaganda
continues to be rather hostile to US. US accused of delaying talks and
having “negative attitude” at Geneva. US also again accused of causing
tension in Taiwan area. However Peiping reiterates need for “peaceful
international environment” and willingness hold direct talks on Tai-
wan issue with US.

Main commentary on Geneva talks given by Observer PEOPLE’S
DAILY October 3 alleged US does “not want fast progress in discussions.”
Concerning Americans still held on mainland observer stated that “all
cases of Americans who have committed crimes in China must be dealt
with individually according to Chinese legal procedures.” This asserted to
be “inviolable sovereign right” of China. Peiping will inform US through
UK as to “results of investigations.” Turning to question of Chinese nation-
als in US observer commented there were still many in US who did not
dare apply for return China due to “long years of intimidation and perse-
cution.” US willingness permit return would be test of US “sincerity.”

Major commentaries on Taiwan issue given in speeches celebrat-
ing National Day October 1. Order of Day from Min of Defense P’eng
Te-huai ordered troops “be prepared for combat duty at all times,”
and stressed need for continued vigilance against “traitorous Chiang
clique on Taiwan . . . plotting to stage a counterrevolutionary return” to
mainland; Emphasized progress made in strengthening armed forces;
Stated that China needed “peaceful international environment for long
period,” in order build socialism; Outlined basic aims of Chicom for-
eign policy as establishment normal relations all countries, easing of
tensions, attainment peaceful coexistence; Reaffirmed Chicom willing-
ness strengthen Geneva spirit and hold direct talks US on Taiwan issue
and reiterated Peiping’s determination liberate Taiwan.

Chou En-lai speech Sept. 29 at National Day celebration banquet
noted growing world demand for relaxation tension and peaceful coex-
istence and stated Chinese people need peaceful environment to build
their nation. Chi Ambassador Moscow Liu Hsiao in PRAVDA article

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/10-755. Official Use Only.
Drafted by Jacobson; cleared in CA and IAD.
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October 1 stated Peiping “consistently defends need to solve all inter-
national questions by peaceful means.”

Article by Louis Saillant, WFTU Secty Gen, appearing Peiping
DAILY WORKER Oct. 3 stressed importance Summit conference as land-
mark in easing tensions and as factor causing “retreat” of those advo-
cating positions of strength. But added that many unsettled problems
remain including Taiwan Korea and Indochina and this no time for com-
placent optimism.

Dulles

273. Telegram 852 to Geneva'

Washington, October 7, 1955, 8:34 p.m.

852. For Johnson.

Your 819, para 13, cites 19 still in jail. Your despatch No. 1 of
August 3 lists 25 in jail. Seven of these since released, making balance
still in jail 18. Comment.

Dulles

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/10-555. Official Use Only.
Drafted by Nagoski.

274. Telegram 833 from Geneva'

Geneva, October 8, 1955, midnight

833. From Johnson.

1. This morning’s meeting one hour twenty minutes. I led off
with relatively brief but pointed statement on dissatisfaction with

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/10-855. Confidential; Niact;
Limited Distribution.
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implementation, then made statement on renunciation of force giving
Wang a copy.

2. Wang then made very long prepared statement replying my
charges at last meeting on implementation, saying nothing new and
rehashing old statements on item two. Alleged I had violated secrecy
of talks by informing press I had raised subject missing military
personnel.

3. In reply my brief rebuttal pointing out best my knowledge UK
Charge had no answers questions on implementation, replied so far as
he knew no “formal” approach from UK Charge.

4. He made brief ad lib reply our renunciation of force statement
using same arguments as previous meetings.

5.Ireplied briefly emphasizing importance and carefully considered
character our statement, made no charges against PRC, did not propose
his government say anything my government not prepared to say, was
made in most earnest desire contribute progress these talks, and was put
forward as earnest, constructive effort deal with problems he and I called
upon deal with here. Asked for careful study and considered reply by his
government.

6. He asked I be prepared next meeting discuss embargo. I pointed
out my statement today dealt with timing discussion this subject.
In reply he again rejected any concept of fixed order of discussion. I
pointed out today’s statement dealt with matter from important sub-
stantive aspect rather than procedural.

7. With respect allegation on leaks to press replied both he and
I knew reports were not accurate, therefore clearly did not originate
with me but were probably assumptions based on earlier public state-
ments made in US even before beginning these talks. He did not pursue
subject.

8. Next meeting Friday, October 14.

Gowen
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275. Telegram 835 from Geneva'

Geneva, October 8, 1955, 5 p.m.

835. From Johnson. Deptel 852.

Communists list 19 Americans “who have committed crimes”. All
in jail except Mrs. Bradshaw who apparently removed from jail due
deterioration her health, but still held under some sort bond or guar-
antee arrangement and is therefore under restraint. Wang has never
corrected me on use this figure and has in fact used it himself. (My
telegram 795, paragraph 20). Her situation with respect to departure
is therefore exactly same as 18 others; that is, she cannot depart until
favorable review of her “criminal” case. I cannot of course accept
Wang’s terminology and my use of “Americans in jail” is I believe rea-
sonably accurate and also seems acceptable to him.

For purposes of any public statement it would be best speak of 18
in jail and one accused of crime and under house arrest.

Gowen

Note: Copy to Mr. Carwell (FE:DO) 2:50 p.m., 10/7/CWO-JRL

ISource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/10-855. Confidential.

276. Telegram 836 from Geneva'

Geneva, October 8, 1955, 5 p.m.

836. From Johnson.

1. Today’s meeting held no surprises except at amount of time
Wang devoted to answering my charges on implementation. Contrary
to my expectation he was prepared for violent debate with me on this.
However I believe our tactics worked out well. They threw him off bal-
ance and at the same time permitted us make our point without becom-
ing involved in possibly counterproductive discussion.

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/10-855. Secret; Priority; Limited
Distribution.
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2. Should have noted in Mytel 833 that during course of complaints
our implementation to effect we have not given him names of Chinese
departing from US for Far East he stated they were going to ask Indians
investigate matter. Presumption was were going request Indians obtain
from US names of Chinese departing for Far East “so that they could
check.” I did not pick up this obvious effort enlarge Indian functions
beyond scope agreed announcement as I thought it preferable to see
whether GOI attempts to act on request. If GOI acts believe we should
be prepared immediately and categorically point out to GOI request for
such info beyond agreed scope GOI functions. If feasible would believe
it preferable informally intimate this to GOI before any request received
and attempt encourage GOI turn down request on own responsibility.

3. As far as next meeting is concerned believe my tactic must be to
do everything possible keep issue focused on renunciation of force as
first and essential question. If his reply to my statement today shows
any flicker of constructive response I would endeavor pin down and
clarify by questions but avoid any substantive reply. If he repeats old
line on Taiwan I would propose point to today’s statement that renun-
ciation of force essential foundation and preliminary to success discus-
sion this or any other his matters under item two.

4. Handling of implementation will depend on what if anything
has developed in Peiping by time next meeting.

5.1 do not for time being propose use statement on missing mili-
tary personnel but will be alert immediately do so if it appears could
not safely be further postponed.

Gowen

Note: Copy to Mr. Carwell (FE:DO) 2:50 p.m., 10/7/CWO-JRL

277. Telegram 837 from Geneva'
Geneva, October 8, 1955, 7 p.m.

837. From Johnson.

1. I opened 20th meeting today with a prepared statement saying
I was anxious for our discussions to move ahead. I regretted as much

LSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/10-855. Confidential; Priority;
Limited Distribution.
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as he did that at every meeting I had to devote time to discussion of
implementation of agreed announcement. I had to remind him again
that it was only his government’s failure to act promptly to implement
agreed announcement which made this necessary.

2. In four weeks since September 10 his government had failed to
release single one of 19 Americans whose cases, he assured me, were to
be “expeditiously” reviewed. United Kingdom Charge had so far been
entirely unable perform any of functions envisaged for him in agreed
announcement. Neither had Wang been willing to assure me here
whether Charge would in fact be enabled by Wang’s government per-
form these functions.

3. I said my government was profoundly dissatisfied with his gov-
ernment’s failure to implement agreed announcement. We could not but
conclude that announcement had thus far been meaningless with respect
to these 19 Americans. It was very disappointing that four weeks had
passed without any improvement whatsoever in this unsatisfactory sit-
uation. I wanted assure him that my government would continue to be
concerned so long as Americans in his country were not allowed expedi-
tiously to exercise their right to return, as provided in agreed announce-
ment, and would scrutinize most closely his government’s performance
this regard.

4. 1 had brought up this matter of implementation of agreed
announcement before any other subject this morning again to indi-
cate how important it was for progress of our talks here. I wanted him
to know that these questions on implementation must continue to be
uppermost in my mind and that I could not devote my full attention
to other matters before us so long as Americans were denied their
right to return.

5. I pointed out that at our last meeting Wang had made some
remarks with respect to my proposal that under our second agenda
item we first discuss question of renunciation of force for achievement
of national objectives. Said from his remarks I believed he might not
have had clear idea of what I had in mind this regard. In accordance
with what I had told him at last meeting, I was prepared today to
amplify and more fully explain this proposal.

6. I then read full text statement renunciation of force (Deptels 789
and 805) and handed Wang copy.

7. Wang then read from long prepared statement. He said I had
alleged his government had not acted promptly on implementation
agreement and thus delayed our talks. He could not accept this allega-
tion. Already five meetings had been held since agreement reached on
return of civilians of both sides. At first meeting following agreement his
side introduced two subjects for discussion in accordance with agreed
agenda and our side had complained that it was premature discuss these
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before carrying out of agreed announcement. At two succeeding meet-
ings I had not only failed present positive views regarding his sugges-
tions but also failed put forward subjects I thought should be discussed.
I'had not put forward my subjects until September 28 but even then I had
not given explanation of them. At meeting October 5 I had refused enter
into substantive discussion on subjects put forward.

8. He said our side had in these five meetings also repeatedly
raised questions which should have been raised by third powers and
thus had prevented talks from making further progress. This I had
done in spite of specific provisions regarding functions third powers
in agreed announcement and in spite fact US had asked UK to assist
in return of Americans in China to which his side had agreed. Nev-
ertheless, in interest forestalling further hindrances, his side had sug-
gested our questions on implementation agreement might be taken up
by assistants. However, I had also turned down this reasonable sug-
gestion. Now it was very clear and permitted of no distortion where
responsibility for delay of talks lay.

9. He said that all allegations his government had not acted
promptly on implementation agreement were without factual basis.
Upon reaching agreement he had informed me of results reviews cases
Americans who had violated laws. Chinese Government took appro-
priate measures in accordance with agreement and in line with Chinese
legal procedures and had advanced release of 10 Americans who had
since left country. With respect remaining Americans who had violated
laws in China his side would adhere promise review individual cases
in accordance Chinese legal procedure and report results to US through
UK. But cases these Americans must be dealt with in accordance Chi-
nese legal procedure. Any demand release them within specified period
time or under some other cloak would be categorically rejected by his
side and they would steadfastly refuse comply in any way with such
demands which violated agreement.

10. He said, during period from beginning of consular talks to issu-
ance agreement, his side had given concrete information on departure 27
Americans who had returned to US. Furthermore, since Ambassadorial
talks began he had given me information on 33 Americans who “should
or may” leave China, and bulk these had already left. These facts proved
his side would make good whatever they said. As for Americans who
had not yet departed, it was left to their own discretion when they would
depart. If I had any further questions, I could communicate them to UK
Charge. At outset these talks his side had made available to me list of all
Americans in China, but I had failed make available to him information
concerning all Chinese in US.

11. Wang said during contacts past year and in present talks my
side had given him names 103 Chinese who had applied leave United
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States but were prevented from doing so by US Government. However,
up to present 47 of these had not left United States and this showed
my side had failed implement agreement. I had said 402 Chinese left
between July 11 and October 3, but I had failed provide names so they
had no means check up on these persons. His side was going to request
GOl as third power entrusted under agreed announcement to make
investigation this regard.

12. Wang said in spite his dissatisfaction on return Chinese he had
not obstructed progress of talks for that reason. On other hand, I contin-
ued entangle talks with question implementation and he bound to ask
if my side was unwilling discuss second item agenda.

13. Regarding his two subjects Wang said my side had not expressed
specific opinion on question of embargo. American policy of embargo
had been major factor in leading to tension between China and US and
in preventing economic development and trade of many countries. He
could not understand why I not able express opinion on this question.

14. Wang asked how I could consider his subject of preparations
for higher level negotiations was anything but practical matter. It was
certainly practical matter which should be settled. Arranging practi-
cal and physical channel for settlement and easing of tension between
China and US in Taiwan area was certainly practical matter. I had said
only after we had seen what progress we could make here could we
then talk about what to do next. Did I mean to impose a prerequisite on
holding of higher level negotiations?

15. He said that on question missing US military personnel he had
repeatedly pointed out his side had accounted for all Americans in
China including military personnel my side. No justification whatso-
ever and fabrication without basis for me to demand his side account
for US military personnel missing in Korea. I must be aware reply this
question already given in appropriate organ in Korea.

16. Wang said he bound point out after last meeting I had violated
agreement on privacy these talks by discussing with newspaper men
what our side had introduced as first item of agenda, namely miss-
ing personnel. This action would compel him consider making public
statement on this question.

17. Wang then commented extemporaneously on my statement
regarding renunciation of force. He said he had given specific opinion
on this question when he put forward his two subjects for discussion
and again in subsequent meetings. Since foundation his government
its foreign policy had always been peaceful policy. It was well known
his government together with other governments had initiated Five
Principles of Peaceful Coexistence. They were resolutely opposed set-
tlement disputes by force and always upheld principle peaceful nego-
tiation for settlement international disputes. In same manner they
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upheld principle of negotiation for peaceful settlement of disputes
between China and United States. Cooperation between these two
countries would not only benefit peoples of two countries but also
serve cause world peace. Chinese people were friendly to Americans
and they did not want war with American people.

18. He said if renunciation of force was to be subject discussion it
was clearly known Chinese never applied any force to American terri-
tory. China had never sent armed forces to Honolulu or San Francisco.
On contrary Americans had sent armed forces to Taiwan which was
Chinese territory.

I had said US as member of UN adhered to principles of Charter
and I had also listed a number of other international treaties. China had
always fully supported principles of UN Charter despite fact China still
obstructed from being restored to her rightful place in UN. However,
there was no provision in Charter of UN or in international law for
one state to interfere in internal affairs of other states or to use force to
occupy territory of other states.

19. He said there was a distinction between international disputes
and civil conflicts. Taiwan was Chinese territory and liberation of Tai-
wan was an exercise of sovereign and territorial rights. All actions
which involved forceful occupation of Taiwan and used force to inter-
fere with liberation of Taiwan by Chinese people violated principles
of UN and international law. Chinese people would continue oppose
any such action. He concluded saying he would comment on remain-
der my statement later.

20. I said with respect to implementation agreed announcement I
had today again set forth my government’s views and would not take
time to repeat them. I simply wanted to say that matter could have been
disposed of in few minutes if I could have received answers to few sim-
ple questions I had asked. To best my knowledge UK Charge in Peking
had also received no answers to these questions.

21. I said he had asked whether or not I was willing to discuss
subjects under agenda item two. The answer was certainly yes. I had
given him at some length and several times my opinion on one of his
subjects. I had indicated my willingness to discuss his other point as
well. This morning I had given him a very carefully prepared and very
carefully considered statement with respect our point on renunciation
of force. I wanted to emphasize this was very important statement. It
was made in most earnest desire that it would contribute to progress
our discussions here. I wanted point out my statement had made no
charges against his government, also it did not propose his government
should say anything which my government was not prepared to say. It
was put forward as constructive and earnest effort to deal with prob-
lems we were called upon to deal with here. I hoped his government
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would give thought to statement before our next meeting and hoped at
that time I could have his very considered views on statement.

22. He had raised question of press statement. I assured him I did
not give any information to press regarding our last meeting. It should
be quite apparent from newspaper stories themselves that information
they published was not accurate. Newspaper articles which I saw had
said I presented and discussed in detail the question of missing military
personnel. We both knew that was not correct. I could only assume
that in light public statements and discussion this subject, which had
taken place in United States even before these talks, that newspaper
men assumed that was what we had discussed. I certainly gave them
no information whatsoever.

23. Wang said I had stated UK Charge in Peking not able perform
his functions and that he had not received replies to questions he had
raised. This was not accurate. As he understood situation British Charge
had not up to that time made formal approach to Chinese Government.
If UK Charge formally contacted Chinese Government regarding UK
functions assumed under agreed announcement, Wang’s government
would certainly be available to him. Chinese Government willing con-
sider any proposal which reasonable and served improve relations
between China and the US and thus facilitated progress our talks.

24. I said I had no more to say and hoped at next meeting to have
his government’s very considered views on statement I had made this
morning. I suggested we meet again Friday, October 14.

25. Wang said he hoped I would be able to give concrete views
concerning embargo question introduced by his side.

26. I replied our view on timing discussion of that question was
contained in statement I made this morning.

27. Wang said he could not agree to any fixed order of discussion.
His side would continue to comment on our subjects and hoped we
would do likewise. He agreed date for next meeting.

28. I said point I had made on timing was not made in procedural
sense but in substantive sense.

29. We agreed without discussion on press release identical last
meeting.

Gowen
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278. Letter 18 from McConaughy to Johnson'

Letter No. 18 Washington, October 10, 1955
Dear Alex:

I'have just taken Peter Colm, who is leaving for Geneva tomorrow
morning, in to meet Messrs. Robertson and Sebald and to get a sense of
Mr. Robertson’s reaction to the course of the talks. He should be able to
give you something of the feel of things at this end. He has not seen the
Secretary but I don’t think there is any particular new development in
the Secretary’s thinking to be conveyed to you at the moment. Every-
one seems to be well satisfied with your conduct of last week’s meet-
ings. The feeling is that the lines which you have blocked out yourself
for the near future are sound.

The feeling in FE is that it will be desirable for you to make your
presentation on “unaccounted for military personnel” at the next meet-
ing. American public opinion demands that a high priority be given
to this item. We cannot afford to take any chance on some untoward
development causing us to fail to get this on the record. Hence it may
be necessary to present this before touching on the trade embargo ques-
tion. We do not see that there is anything to lose by putting the military
personnel statement in now, particularly since we are trending in the
direction of a more flexible and less systematic approach to the Agenda
items under Point Two. With a less formalized treatment of the Agenda
list under Point Two presumably topics may become intermingled and
reverted to.

After talks with D’Orlandi, the COCOM and CHINCOM Chair-
man, we are more than ever convinced that the present time would be
highly inopportune for relaxation in the multilateral system of trade
controls. It is significant that D’Orlandi was strongly of this opinion.
The Japanese Ambassador Iguchi has indicated to us that the Japanese
Government may not be as strongly committed to a program of relax-
ation as we are sometimes led to believe. The critical time of decision
will probably be at the CG meeting at Paris early in December. With
strong U.S. leadership at that time we may be successful in holding
the line. But it cannot be done without aggressive U.S. leadership.
Pressure will have to be exerted on the French and British particularly.
All this indicates that any disposition to give on the embargo question
at Geneva before December will be premature. In any event we do
not have the say unilaterally on multilateral controls. As for our own

! Source: Department of State, Geneva Talks Files, Lot 72D415. Secret; Official-
Informal.
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complete domestic embargo, that policy is fixed by NSC decision and
I know of no disposition in any responsible quarter to urge an abrupt
change in that policy.

Bill Sebald is working with Judge Phleger on additional material
on the renunciation of use of force. This material is aimed for your
use in the course of detailed discussions on the item, assuming that a
detailed discussion stage will be reached eventually.

The foregoing thoughts on the missing personnel item and the
trade embargo are of course subject to confirmation by official tele-
gram. We have not yet cleared with the Secretary.

I presume O’Neill will put your three questions formally to the
Chinese Communists today or tomorrow. The Foreign Office instructed
him to do so (subject to his concurrence) on October 7.

We have told the British we do not like O’Neill’s suggestion that
he refer to the PRC promise to notify him of the result of trials of Amer-
icans, and inform the PRC authorities that he looks forward to early
notification of reduction of sentence in all cases.

This sounds too much like accepting the PRC thesis, and giving up
on the implementation of the Agreed Announcement.

We are looking forward to the arrival of Ralph Clough this after-
noon. No doubt we will get a better feel of the current atmosphere from
him, although I must say that your telegrams have given us a very full
and complete picture. We have felt that we have almost had a front
center seat.

Regards,

Sincerely,

Walter P. McConaughy

279. Telegram 865 to Geneva'

Washington, October 11, 1955, 6:49 p.m.

865. For Johnson. Your 837, Section 1.

1. Re your mention paragraph 2 of cases which QUOTE were to
be expeditiously reviewed UNQUOTE, Department prefers that you

!Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/10-855. Secret; Limit Distribu-
tion. Repeated to London. Drafted by McConaughy; cleared by Phleger.
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adhere strictly to language of Agreed Announcement that Americans
may QUOTE expeditiously UNQUOTE exercise their right return U.S.
Department aware that Wang made frequent mention of review of
cases in discussion leading up to Agreed Announcement but this has no
bearing on obligations of PRC under Agreed Announcement. Endeavor
avoid any statement which might be construed as implying U.S. tacitly
recognizes Wang’s talking points as modifying in any way explicit PRC
commitments under Agreed Announcement.

2. FYL. We have informed British Embassy we do not repeat not
wish O'Neill to follow up on his tentative suggestion that he might
press PRC Foreign Office for expedited notification of trial of remain-
ing Americans and reduction of sentences. Our reason for rejection this
suggestion same as above.

Murphy

280. Telegram 870 to Geneva'

Washington, October 12, 1955, 7:37 p.m.

870. For Johnson.
Guidance for 21st meeting October 14.

1. You should again place on record US dissatisfaction with con-
tinued Chinese Communist non-implementation Agreed Announce-
ment. Recall that approximately five weeks have passed since Agreed
Announcement issued, with no action on remaining detained Amer-
icans. The Americans have not been allowed exercise expeditiously
their right to return, a right expressly recognized by PRC in Agreed
Announcement. PRC has not carried out its publicly assumed obliga-
tion adopt measures necessary to enable Americans exercise their right.
No detained American, so far as US Government can ascertain, has yet
been allowed see British Charge Peiping or any other British diplomatic
or consular representative. British Charge has been unable perform any
function whatever under Agreed Announcement. British Charge has
been given no information other than statement that all Americans
have been informed of Agreed Announcement. His request for partic-
ulars as to when, where and how imprisoned Americans were notified
has not been answered.

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/10-1255. Secret; Priority; Limit
Distribution. Drafted by McConaughy; cleared by Phleger and Sebald.
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October 12 news release attributed to Peoples’ Daily alleging that
“the Chinese side is faithfully carrying out the Agreement” appears to
represent attempt cover up PRC non-compliance by directing attention
to 47 Americans who have not applied for exit permits “who can leave
China at any time”. The Agreed Announcement deals with those who
want to leave, not those who do not. Implication in later paragraph this
news release that Agreed Announcement provides for examination case of
Americans, one by one, is not supported by language of Announcement.
US Government can only conclude that PRC is deliberately misleading
public as to its obligations and actions under Agreed Announcement.

Record shows that PRC so far has evaded rather than implemented
requirements of Agreed Announcement. US Government bound to take
increasingly serious view PRC failure implement provisions Agreed
Announcement if this failure should be further protracted.

2. Department will send you for possible introduction at later meet-
ing text draft parallel declarations renouncing use of force particularly
in Taiwan area. If Wang adopts anticipated line that Taiwan is domestic
issue and only necessity is that US forces withdraw from Taiwan area
you may wish reply along following general line:

“US and PRC views status Taiwan and US relationship to area
differ sharply. Immediate and urgent problem is not attempt reconcile
these Views,%ut remove danger of resort to force which might provoke
international conflict. It is impossible freely negotiate under threat of
force. Only if this threat removed is there any hope of constructive solu-
tion of basic political problems.”

3. You are given discretion as to whether you should make presen-
tation on unaccounted for military personnel at 21st meeting. Essential
that this presentation be made at some point.

4. While Department does not insist on rigid adherence fixed order
agenda items under Point 2, it is US position that there is no basis for con-
structive exchange views on trade embargo question while threat of use
of military force by PRC remains. Hence, there is no point in discussing
this issue in absence renunciation use force by PRC. It is believed post-
ponement discussion this item should be put on this practical basis. In
taking this position, however, you need not object to Wang presentation
this item.

5. While it would be our purpose to avoid any discussion of the
embargo item until after we have gotten some positive assurances about
renunciation of force, you are authorized, if you deem it necessary to
keep conversations going, to indicate that we recognize that the formula-
tion of declaration on renunciation of force is a matter of delicacy which
would require considerable thought and that while any positive conclu-
sion on the matter of trade would inherently have to depend greatly on
the Chicom response on renunciation of force, nevertheless while the
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Chicoms are considering the renunciation of force matter we would be
willing to hear their views about trade, particularly:

(1) Are they referring to the US total ban on Chicom trade?

(2) Are they referring to restrictions on strategic materials as
administered by CHINCOM?

(3) Are they proposing modification of UN resolution adopted
during Korean War?

Dulles

281. Telegram 855 from Geneva'

Geneva, October 13, 1955, 2 p.m.

855. From Johnson. Re Deptel 869.

1. I would think it desirable that whenever opportunity arises,
such as in reply to Chang Han-fu’s question on O’Neill’s interpreta-
tion of agreement, O’Neill should state UK interprets portion of agreed
announcement reading “and will further adopt appropriate measures
so they can expeditiously exercise their right to return” to mean exactly
what it says. Appreciate that probably neither O’Neill nor UK would
desire become deeply involved at this stage in our controversy with
CHICOMS their implementation this point. However believe UK
would desire avoid any implication it agrees with CHICOM interpreta-
tion and lay best possible basis for invoking this portion announcement
in representations in individual cases.

2. In view continued CHICOM vagueness on delivery text anno-
uncement to imprisoned Americans suggest consideration be given
have O’Neill invoke portion of announcement stating UK Charge may
also give publicity to request facilities have copy personally handed
by member his office to each imprisoned American in event refusal he
could request delivery letter from him containing text announcement,
and information on how to communicate with him, to each prisoner.

3. Department will desire consider this from standpoint any prece-
dent it may establish for Indian functions in US but it appears to me we
could without harm agree to same interpretation by Indians if question
were raised.

LSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/10-1355. Confidential; Priority;
Limited Distribution.
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4. In general believe O’Neill should avoid any implication UK
considers its special functions under announcement to be primarily
“welfare” in nature and that CHICOMS have implemented announce-
ment with respect imprisoned Americans if some “welfare” functions
conceded to UK. Believe he should concentrate maximum possible
on the “assist in the return” aspects invoking “expeditiously” as
appropriate.

Gowen

282. Telegram 856 from Geneva'

Geneva, October 13, 1955, 2 p.m.

856. From Johnson.

In reply press inquiries here concerning NCNA October 12 arti-
cle quoted FBIS 121355Z particularly concerning “47 Americans” am
replying for background that mention these persons entirely irrelevant
and is attempt befog issues as announcement concerns persons who
desire return. Am stating figure 47 only approximately correct as there
are possibly other civilians particularly dual nationals. Am stating that
47 include 16 non-repats, American wives Chinese, children, and per-
sons who have been working for CHICOMS. Am referring inquiries on
names to Department. Understand that most of names have in past in
one way or another been made available to press but believe any info
this character should come from Department.

Gowen

YSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/10-1355. Official Use Only.
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283. Letter 12 from Johnson to McConaughy'

Letter No. 12 Geneva, October 13, 1955

Dear Walter:

Yesterday I received your letter of October 10. This will be a very
short note as I have little to add to what I have already said.

Peter Colm has arrived and I am very glad to have him. He seems
like a good man.

Received my instructions this morning for 21st meeting and again
feel that they are excellent. I greatly appreciate your getting them to me
in time to ponder a little before the meeting.

I do not plan to tie my presentation on implementation to their
newspaper articles or broadcasts. I have avoided this as it simply
opens the door for Wang to throw USIS and American newspapers
at me, and he can almost always find something to quote to serve his
purpose. In any event the articles so closely follow his presentation
in the meetings that there are ample statements by him to which I
can tie.

I am a little concerned by the questions it is suggested that I ask
him, if necessary, under paragraph 5 of the Department’s 870. It seems
to me that I should avoid any implication that such multilateral sub-
jects as Chincom and U.N. resolutions could be discussed here, or
that these are matters within the control of the U.S. However, I think
the idea of asking the questions is very good but will try to formulate
something along these lines for use, if necessary, which avoids what I
believe are the undesirable implications of the questions as presently
framed.

I fear that the presentation of unaccounted for military personnel
at this stage would fuzz my position on priority for renunciation of
force, and I am, therefore, reluctant to make it at tomorrow’s meeting.
On the other hand, I don’t want Wang to so freeze his position on this
that he is obliged to reject the lists when I hand them to him. Therefore,
I will play it by ear and make the decision at the meeting as to what I
will do.

Chincom people have been very helpful in giving me infor-
mation on their present negotiations in Paris. Certainly the present
moment would be the worst possible time to release the Chincom
controls, but I can see that the pressures are extremely strong. What
I have trouble thinking through is how effectively to relate what

! Source: Department of State, Geneva Talks Files, Lot 72D415. Secret; Official-
Informal. Johnson signed the original “Alex.”
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may or may not happen in these talks to how things are handled in
Chincom.

Sincerely,

U. Alexis Johnson
American Ambassador

284. Telegram 864 from Geneva'

Geneva, October 14, 1955, 9 a.m.

864. From Johnson.

Would appreciate prompt extension by Defense of Colonel Ekvall’s
orders which expired September 20.

Gowen

LSource: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/10-1455. Confidential.

285. Telegram 865 from Geneva'

Geneva, October 14, 1955, 1 p.m.

865. From Johnson.

1. One hour forty minute meeting this morning. Wang opened
with long prepared statement dealing exclusively with my last week’s
statement on renunciation of force. While relatively mild in tone con-
sisted almost entirely rehash previous positions. Said key to situation
was withdrawal US forces from Taiwan. Our proposal was “abuse of
principle non-recourse to force”. “Are you willing to discuss question
withdrawal US forces from Taiwan?” Liberation Taiwan “cannot be
made subject present talks”.

1 Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/10-1455. Confidential; Niact;
Limited Distribution.
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2. I replied with statement on implementation along lines Dep-
tel 870 and then expressed disappointment lack of responsiveness his
statement our proposal. I then made statement using material latter
portion para 2 Deptel 870 and pertinent material previous statement on
renunciation force. There was then some give and take during which
both of us largely reiterated previous statements. However he did not
challenge my statement that I hoped I could interpret his remarks as
meaning he did not entirely reject our proposal. Towards end he gave
me opening which I used to close on theme of implementation.

3. At close I proposed normal schedule weekly meetings and he
agreed subject next meeting being Thursday. Understanding is subse-
quent meetings will be on Thursdays.

4. Am departing for Prague tomorrow morning returning Tuesday.

Gowen

Mrs. Welch (FE) notified 10/14/6:35 a.m. EMB (CWQO)

286. Telegram 867 from Geneva'

Geneva, October 14, 1955, 4 p.m.

867. From Johnson.

1. Notable aspect today’s meeting was Wang’s willingness dis-
cuss exclusively, albeit negatively, our renunciation of force proposal.
He made no effort whatever force any discussion either of his items
and his reaction to my renewed discussion of implementation was very
mild. In fact as will be seen from full meeting record, during give and
take he perhaps somewhat inadvertently gave us credit for full imple-
mentation agreed announcement. He also readily agreed to my pro-
posal for normally weekly meetings. His manner and tone of delivery
of his opening statement was also mild and again full record of meeting
prepared on basis his interpreter’s translation give somewhat harder
impression than original Chinese.

2. There was no need to and I felt it undesirable make presentation
on missing military personnel at today’s meeting.

! Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/10-1455. Secret; Priority;
Limited Distribution.
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3. While using it as a peg on which to hang his criticism of US
policy, Wang’s presentation today shows a disposition to acquiesce in
discussion around our renunciation of force proposal which we should
try to explain.

4. His reply today was to be expected. Stripped of propaganda
verbiage one of his theses appears to be that presence of US forces in
Taiwan is in itself “threat of force.” He is taking an obviously extreme
bargaining position in asking for withdrawal US forces from Taiwan
and one of our problems will be to probe for their real position for as
long as possible while at same time not running into a deadlock or in
any way sacrificing our position on renunciation of force or scope these
talks.

5. Parliamentary situation is such that he will be expecting fairly
comprehensive statement from me at next meeting. Believe statement
must include at least some refutation his charges on “American aggres-
sion against Taiwan.”

Gowen

287. Telegram 869 from Geneva'

Geneva, October 14, 1955, 4 p.m.

869. From Johnson.

1. During today’s Ambassadorial talks Chen Shih-wu of NCNA
talked with several correspondents, particularly agency men and about
half British, individually or in groups. Gist his comments as reported to
Garnish by participants follows:

2. Said Wang going to tell me today they cannot discuss renunci-
ation of use of force until these other questions settled: Seventh Fleet,
blockade, Formosa, embargo. Said these are subjects for FonMins and
their settlement would make question of renunciation of force timely.

3. According to another correspondent, Chen referred to Chou state-
ment that question has international and national aspects. Under former
he mentioned UniStates interference, Seventh Fleet, blockade, embargo
and UniStates military advisors on Formosa. Said must remove this
interference. Under national aspect he mentioned liberation Taiwan by

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/10-1455. Official Use Only.
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peaceful means, said Chou already has pointed out he ready to negoti-
ate with Taiwan authorities without hard and fast conditions. To query
whether “authorities” meant Nationalists or Taiwanese Chen said Chou
did not (repeat not) want commit himself but added some Chiang people
ready to negotiate. To further query Chen refused commit himself that
this meant any member GRC ready negotiate.

4. Responding to correspondent’s other questions, Chen said talks
making progress though slowly and spirit good. Said talks will continue
through FonMins conference and Dulles’ presence may give impetus to
them. Expressed doubt Wang will try to see Dulles.

5. Chen said talks now approaching crucial stage, with subjects of
such scope and importance that they belong on FonMins level.

6. To question about nineteen jailed Americans Chen said I always
raise question as matter of routine. Added this no longer matter for
Ambassadors at all but matter for British Charge to settle. Also said
missing military personnel matter does not (repeat not) belong in
Geneva talks.

Gowen

288. Telegram 871 from Geneva'

Geneva, October 14, 1955, 5 p.m.

871. From Johnson.

In discussing missing military personnel I will desire to have avail-
able for use as may seem appropriate a few of as good examples as
possible reasons we believe Chinese Communists have some informa-
tion on these men. Unfortunately information I have available here is in
most cases too vague for effective use in debate.

Request Department ask Defense endeavor supply me any more
concrete information from CHICOM, other Communist, or neutral
sources that may be available in a few good exemplary cases such as
following:

Army Sgt Casimire T. Demoll. What were dates and facts in reports
of IRC, Peking Radio, and reported source National Guardian?

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93 /10-1455. Official Use Only; Priority.
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Army PFC James Howell. What was date and content China
monthly review report?

Army Corporal John E. Jennings. What were dates and contents
China monthly review and IRC reports?

Similar info on few Air Force and Marine personnel would also
be helpful. For example more detailed info on “enemy broadcast over
Radio Peiping” mentioned file Air Force First Lieutenant Scott A. Holz
would be useful.

Would appreciate some information by next meeting if possible.

Gowen

289. Telegram 872 from Geneva'

Geneva, October 14, 1955, 8 p.m.

872. From Johnson.

1. At 21st meeting, October 14, Wang Ping-nan opened with pre-
pared comments on my statement on renunciation of force. He stated
that to carry on useful and sensible discussion, civil conflicts within
either China or the US must be distinguished from international dis-
putes. Former are obviously not within competence of present talks.
Issues between Chinese people and Chiang Kai-shek clique cannot be
made subjects of these talks. It is inadmissible to introduce question of
right of Chinese people to liberate own territory Taiwan in execution of
sovereign rights.

2. He continued that in regard to international disputes, People’s
Republic of China had from its inception always stood for peaceful set-
tlement and had opposed infringements of territorial integrity by threat
or use of force. China’s conduct in international relations had demon-
strated that it was faithful to this stand. He drew attention to “univer-
sally recognized role” of China in Korean and Indochinese armistices
and to “Five Principles,” on the basis of which he stated China had
established relations of friendly cooperation with many countries. He
stated that at Asian-African Conference China together with others
adopted decisions affirming these principles.

1Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/10-1455. Confidential; Priority;
Limited Distribution.
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3. In regard to Sino-US relations, Wang stated that Premier Chou
had repeatedly declared that China did not want war with US and
that China and US should sit down and enter into negotiations. This,
he stated, was objective of introducing into present talks question of
higher level Sino-US negotiations.

4. Wang quoted paragraph 4, article 2, of UN Charter. He referred
also to my statement at last meeting that US as member of UN had
agreed to refrain from threat or use of force. Wang stated that he wel-
comed my statement to this effect on behalf of my government, and
that he very much desired that this principle should become guiding
principle of US in Far East and rest of world. He stated that there was
no dispute between China and US regarding the principles guiding
United Nations. Question was how these principles could be concretely
implemented. In this connection he cited Taiwan situation.

5. He stated that Taiwan was Chinese territory and that this was spe-
cifically provided in solemn international agreements in which US had
participated. Wang quoted a statement of January 5, 1950 by President
Truman to effect that US Government had always stood for good faith
in international relations and specifically in Formosa (Taiwan) situation,
that in Cairo Declaration of 1943 the US, UK, and China had announced
objective of restoring to China territory stolen by Japan from China,
such as Formosa, that US was a signatory to Potsdam Declaration which
declared that the terms of the Cairo Declaration shall be carried out, that
the provisions of the Potsdam Declaration were accepted by Japan at
time of surrender, and that for four years the US and other powers had
accepted the authority of Chinese authorities over Formosa. Wang stated
that President Truman had added that US had no predatory designs on
Formosa or other Chinese territory and that US desired to avoid courses
of action leading to involvement in civil disputes in China.

6. However, Wang stated, the US now occupies Taiwan with its
armed forces and has openly declared it would use force to encroach
upon Chinese territorial integrity. He declared that this was origin of
tension in Taiwan area and that China had never used or threatened
force to encroach on territorial integrity of the US. China had repeat-
edly stated that China and US should respect each other’s sovereignty
and territorial integrity and settle disputes between each other by
negotiations.

7. He said that since  had stated at last meeting that US had agreed
to refrain from threat or use of force, it followed that US should with-
draw its armed forces from China’s Taiwan. Wang declared that he
would like to know whether US was prepared to do so.

8. Wang stated that at last meeting I had failed to mention fact that
US had used force against China’s Taiwan, had dodged the question
of US withdrawal, and had unreasonably tried to introduce question
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of renunciation of force against China’s Taiwan. Chinese Government,
circumstances permitting, would seek liberation of Taiwan by peaceful
means. However, the question falls within framework of China’s sover-
eignty and internal affairs and cannot be made subject of present talks.

9. Wang closed his prepared comments with statement that ques-
tion of America’s withdrawal from Taiwan area should be discussed
and that he would like to hear my views on this question.

10. In reply I stated that before commenting on his statement I must
first bring to his attention my government’s dissatisfaction with his
government’s continued delay in implementing agreed announcement
with respect to remaining 19 Americans in prison. I stated that so far as
my government had been able to ascertain, no American in prison had
even been permitted to communicate with or see UK Charge in Peking
or any other British diplomatic or consular representative. I stated that
there could be no doubt that these Americans desired to return.

11. I continued that futhermore almost five weeks had passed since
announcement was issued and that I had hoped he would have some
information for me today. However, thus far government has not taken
appropriate measures mentioned in agreed announcement which
would permit these 19 Americans to exercise expeditiously their right to
return. This right was expressly set forth in the agreed announcement.

12. I said that in discussing this question at previous meetings,
Wang had continued to mention his government’s request for a list
of all Americans in US and had continued to mention supposed time
it would take for the many Chinese in the US to return to his coun-
try. I said he had also referred to the 47 Americans in his country who
had not applied for exit permits. In this connection, I pointed out that
agreed scope of our discussions on this point and agreed announce-
ment concerned only persons who desired to return.

13. I stated that I raised these points again in order to indicate to
Wang reasons why my government feared his government was evad-
ing rather than implementing the provisions of the agreed announce-
ment. I declared that it should be evident that my government was
bound to take an increasingly serious view of his government’s failure
to implement provisions of agreed announcement with respect to these
19 Americans if this failure should be further protracted.

14. I continued with what I described as my preliminary comments
on Wang's statement at opening of meeting, pointing out that I desired
to study his statement carefully and reply in greater detail later.

15. I pointed out that, as I had emphasized at last meeting, my pro-
posal was not couched in terms of charges against Wang’s government,
but was made in a most earnest desire of contributing a suggestion con-
structive to course of talks. I said that Wang’s statement pointed up
fact known to both of us that views of Wang’s government and mine



1955 399

differed widely on status of Taiwan and on my government’s relations
to Taiwan. I said that there was no use in pretending that these differ-
ences did not exist or that they could be easily resolved. I said that my
suggestion did not involve third parties or question of justice or injus-
tice of conflicting claims in the area.

16. I stated that immediate and urgent problem we faced was
not to reconcile conflicting views but to remove danger that a resort
to force in the area might evoke international conflict. I stated that I
believed Wang himself had previously recognized that this possibility
existed. I said that these questions were grave and complicated and
that negotiating their solution would take time and patience.

17. 1 pointed out that neither of us wanted to negotiate under
threat of force and that there was hope of a constructive solution to the
basic problems of the area only if threat of force were removed. I stated
that the fact that our policies differed need not mean armed conflict. I
stated that many countries were abnormally divided and that many
governments faced situations which they considered abnormal intru-
sions into their territory. I pointed out that responsible governments
nevertheless had renounced use of force in achievement of what they
considered urgent and legitimate objectives of national policy. I stated
that my suggestion did not call upon either his government or mine
to renounce their objectives, but simply suggested we renounce use of
force to implement our policies. I stated that this was to me an emi-
nently reasonable, simple, and straightforward proposal which could
provide the basis for constructive solutions to other problems.

18. I concluded by expressing hope that Wang’s government would
again consider suggestion we had made and that such reconsideration
might lead to progress in the talks.

19. Wang replied that he could not agree to what I had said con-
cerning his government’s continued delay in implementing the agreed
announcement. (Wang’s interpreter initially said “continued failure”
but corrected this to “continued delay.” Ekvall states that “continued
stalling” would have been more accurate English.)

20. Wang said that during discussion of first item of agenda before
and after agreement was reached, his side had devoted great efforts to
question of returning Americans from China. He said that this did not
include only “ordinary” Americans but also Americans who had com-
mitted offenses. He stated that his side was still faithfully implementing
the agreement on return of civilians. He said that there was therefore
no reason to charge that his government had delayed in implementing
agreed announcement and that he could not agree to this unjustified
charge.

21. Wang continued with comments on my preliminary views on
his opening statement. He said that it was wrong that there should be
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difference of view between China and US on status of Taiwan since
status of Taiwan was very clear and precise. He said that Taiwan was
indisputably an inalienable part of Chinese territory. He then expressed
agreement with me that on this question disputes did exist between our
two sides. He expressed agreement also that the Taiwan situation had
“led to a grave and explosive situation” and that there was “danger of
the situation being enlarged.” He said that this was why it was neces-
sary to call Sino-US conference to discuss situation in Taiwan area.

22. He said that while he agreed discuss this problem, he could not
but trace “root causes” leading to present grave situation. He stated
that failure find these causes would be similar to patient in whom doc-
tor fails find cause of illness. Wang cited Chinese proverb that doctor
should make prescription according to illness of patient. He said that
failure to find cause of illness makes cure impossible.

23. Wang stated that his government had always opposed resort
to force and has stood for peaceful settlement of problems. He agreed
with me that negotiations cannot be conducted under threat of force.
He said that if we are to discuss threat of force, we have to ask who is
threatening whom. Wang declared that he considered that American
armed forces which occupy Taiwan are precisely threat in question.

24. Wang said that I had said that it is necessary to renounce use of
force to prevent situation from leading to armed conflict. Wang declared
that as he had stated this morning his side welcomed this point of view.
However, a mere statement outlining principles does not solve prob-
lem. Wang stated that if US were to withdraw its armed forces from
area, it would show that US is sincere in this regard. Wang stated that
therefore he hoped after consideration of his proposal I would express
my views on this point. He concluded by stating that such withdrawal
would indicate that present talks can really solve questions and are not
mere discussions. He said he hoped this was case.

25. I replied that questions Wang had raised are complicated and
that I still did not see why he rejected my suggestion. I stated that I
hoped I was right in interpreting Wang’s remarks as not a complete
rejection of my proposal. I said that first and simple thing we can do
is to say to each other that we would not resort to use of force except
defensively. I stated that I agreed that this would not by itself solve
basic problems in area, but that it would remove danger of conflict and
establish atmosphere in which we can freely negotiate and in which
there would be hope of finding solutions to basic problems.

26. Wang replied that we can certainly consider that a mere state-
ment would not remove danger or resolve disputes between China and
US in area. Only actual deeds by US will convince people that ques-
tions are being resolved. Wang cited example of return of Chinese in
US. He said that if merely a statement had been made that they would
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be able to return without action, the Chinese would not have been able
to return. Basic cause underlying failure of Chinese to return from US
was existence of restricting order by US Government against them.
Only after American Government rescinded restricting orders were
basic difficulties involved in return resolved. Wang said that when the
US rescinded these orders, his side expressed welcome to this action
because those orders were unreasonable and because it was reasonable
they should be rescinded.

27. Wang said that same is true in Taiwan area. Cause of tension
in area is chiefly because US has used force in area. He stated that his
side considered such action inconsistent with UN Charter and that if
US would withdraw all its armed forces it would naturally change sit-
uation in area. Only by doing so would it convince people of practical
significance of American proposal on renunciation of force.

28. I replied that I could not refrain from pointing out that we did
not make agreed announcement until we were fully prepared imple-
ment it. I agreed to his thesis that mere statements do not solve prob-
lems. We did not make the statement that all Chinese were free to
depart until they were in fact able to do so. This led me to my point in
regard to remaining imprisoned Americans. I stated that only action by
his government can permit them to leave. I had hoped and expected
that they would be able to leave expeditiously. However, almost five
weeks had passed since the announcement. I recalled that he had used
many words in our discussion of time Americans would be able to
leave, including “very quickly” and other such terms. I said “expedi-
tiously” had finally been decided upon, and yet in five weeks not one
of nineteen has been able to leave. I stated that I failed to see how this
can be termed expeditiously.

29. Wang replied that he had nothing more to say.

30. I stated that I had a suggestion to make on timing of the talks.
I pointed out that we have been meeting at irregular intervals and that
both of us had other responsibilities as well. I stated that talks were
entering phase of utmost gravity and importance and that I and my
government wanted time carefully to consider course of talks here. In
light of this, I suggested that we normally meet once a week. I said
Friday or any other day would suit me but did not exclude occasional
more frequent meetings if we considered desirable.

31. Wang immediately concurred in my suggestion, requesting
that meetings take place on Thursdays for time being. We agreed to
release customary statement to press.

32. Next meeting Thursday, October 20, 10 am.

Gowen

Note: FE Message Center notified 10/15/55 10:40 a.m. EMB (CWO)
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290. Telegram 886 to Geneva'

Washington, October 14, 1955, 6:20 p.m.

886. For Johnson. Your 864.

Defense arranging assign Ekvall European post and detail Geneva
for duration talks. Letter from Godel enroute.

Dulles

!Source: Department of State, Central Files, 611.93/10-1455. Confidential. Drafted
by Clough.

291. Letter 19 from McConaughy to Johnson'

Letter No. 19 Washington, October 14, 1955

Dear Alex:

Your long letter No. 6 of October 6 came on the 11th. It was of
singular interest and gave us some very valuable sidelights on some
of your collateral problems as well as on your general thinking. Walter
Robertson, Herman Phleger and Bill Sebald have all read your letter
and commented on its particular interest and value.

I have discussed with Rod O’Connor the problem of coordinating
the Departmental direction of your talks while the Foreign Ministers
Conference is going on. It will be difficult, with the Secretary and Judge
Phleger in Geneva, and Robertson, Sebald and myself here. Rod is sure
that the Secretary will want to see you from time to time in Geneva,
notwithstanding the great pressure of affairs directly related to the
Conference. Judge Phleger will also be tied up with the business of the
Conference, but naturally will wish to keep close to your negotiations.
The regular work on your instructions will almost have to be done
from here since our Delegation at Geneva will not have the time, the
FE personnel or the files. (As you probably have heard, the Secretary
has decided not to take any FE personnel or to engage in discussions
of FE subjects. Molotov may be allowed to bring up some FE subjects if

! Source: Department of State, Geneva Talks Files, Lot 72D415. Secret; Official-
Informal. McConaughy initialed the original “WPM.”
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he insists, but he will have to do the talking and our Delegation would
only listen.) We expect to present a recommendation to the Secretary
on Monday for coordination of the direction of the talks while the Con-
ference is going on. We are passing on to the Secretary your expression
of hope that he may be able in some way to use Molotov during the
Conference quietly to bring some pressure on the PRC to release the
detained Americans. We don’t know yet what if anything may be pos-
sible along this line.

You will have noted the conspicuous absence in our telegram of
any response to your suggestion that we not rule out the introduc-
tion of procedural questions near the end of the talks. We appreciated
that this might look like “a pot of gold” which could help to keep the
talks going. But there is no inclination here now to take a position on
this in our telegrams. The Secretary was quite specific in his talk with
Foreign Minister George Yeh on Oct. 4 (a copy of the memorandum
of conversation is being pouched to you), and on other occasions as
to his aversion to the idea of a higher level Conference, his intention
to avoid it, and his belief that there is nothing appropriate for discus-
sion which cannot be handled in your conversations. Of course this
does not preclude us from keeping the Chinese Communists guess-
ing a little, but on principle there are arguments against seeming to
equivocate.

Incidentally the Secretary was quite frank with George Yeh in
spelling out to him the extent to which the continuation of the talks is
in the interest of the GRC. I think it may tend to soften the criticism of
the talks which has been coming out of governmental quarters in Taipei
although I doubt if the tone of the Taiwan Press will be changed much.

We have noted your query as to whether it might be permissible
for either side to raise new subjects under Item Two. There will be some
response to this query by early next week either in my next letter on the
17th or in a telegram.

Yesterday I gave Joy of the British Embassy the observations con-
tained in your 855 concerning O’Neill’s responsibilities. We endorsed
your suggestions and requested that they be relayed to O’Neill with
a recommendation that he act on them if he and the British Foreign
Office perceive no objection. The British are being quite diligent on
the implementation problem although they are somewhat concerned
now at apparent leaks to the press (Reuters and AP) which hint at the
difficulties O'Neill is encountering. I do not know the source of the
information which the press is obtaining. I doubt if there is much of a
leak since the information is somewhat garbled. Also the stories may
indirectly be somewhat helpful rather than harmful since they will add
a bit to the public pressure on the PRC to act. Still we must respect Brit-
ish wishes where the protection of their reporting is concerned, so we
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are taking steps to limit the distribution in the Department of O’Neill’s
reports on his conversations with the PRC Foreign Office. There is great
interest among the press in O’Neill’s efforts so our P and FE/P people
are somewhat on the spot, as is the British Embassy here.

We are hoping that some additional pressure will be exerted on
Peiping through U Nu. The Secretary sent him a good strong message
in response to U Nu’s extraordinary appeal for a higher level Confer-
ence. We assume of course that U Nu will pass on to Chou En-lai the
text of the Secretary’s reply. We have endeavored to capitalize on this
probability. There is a chance that U Nu will associate himself to some
extent with our expression of dissatisfaction over the failure of the PRC
to implement the Agreed Announcement. A copy of this exchange of
messages will be sent to you.

Mr. Robertson is making a speech at Davidson College, North Car-
olina tomorrow which will have some pretty explicit things to say on
the question of implementation of the Agreed Announcement, and on
the need for a PRC renunciation of the use of force. We think that this
speech will fit well into our strategy. Some very specific questions are
posed in this speech. You will get a copy.

On the renunciation of force item, we may have unintentionally
misled you somewhat in talking about a “study”. Nothing as elaborate
as what that probably signifies to you is underway here. What is being
worked on by Bill Sebald and Judge Phleger is a draft declaration pro-
claiming the renunciation of the use of force, except defensively, with
specific reference to the Taiwan area. The form would be analogous
to that of the Agreed Announcement of September 10: —two parallel
unilateral statements or declarations. The Secretary and Mr. Robert-
son had some reservations about the first draft and a new version is
now in the works. It would be quite simple—only a half a page or so.
We hope a draft of this will be ready to send you some time next week
for your comments. With the help of Doug Forman and Peter Colm
you probably will be able to prepare all the material you will need for
expanding on the subject in the course of discussions. Your men cer-
tainly have more time to work on this than anybody in CA. However,
it is true that they may be somewhat handicapped by not having the
feel of all the current thinking here. We hope that Ralph Clough or
someone else who is well qualified can be given a few hours of free
time in which he can work up some argumentation under informed
guidance.

On the embargo question, you may have sensed that the Secre-
tary himself drafted numbered paragraph 5 of your instructions dated
October 12, Deptel 870. There seems to be a good chance that we can
get some negotiating value from drawing the Chinese Communists out
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as to just what aspects of the so-called “embargo” they are complaining
about. We are troubled by the pressure from the British and the French,
and to a much lesser extent the Japanese, for relaxing the COCOM con-
trols and abolishing the differential altogether between CHINCOM and
COCOM. Kalijarvi and Barbour met with Robertson on this yesterday.
EUR and E are more pessimistic than FE on the possibility of maintain-
ing the higher level of Chinese controls for the present. It is clear that
it would be very poor tactics for us to throw away our China control
cards now without getting anything in return. We believe we can hold
the Japanese in line and we are going to urge the Secretary to make a
strong approach to Macmillan and Pinay in the tripartite talks preced-
ing Geneva. Probably the Secretary is the only one who would be able
to prevail on the French and British to stay in line. If this can be done
our hand will be much strengthened with the Chinese Communists.
Undoubtedly the trade controls are the one really effective pressure we
are able to exert. We are convinced that those who minimize the value
of the higher level of China controls are mistaken. FE is making its own
recommendations to the Secretary on the subject. They differ somewhat
from those of EUR and E.

We are glad that you expressed your views with complete frank-
ness on the various draft documents on the question of the unaccounted
for military personnel. It goes without saying that complete candor
both here and in Geneva is essential. There is no hypersensitivity here
or among the Pentagon people who are working on this subject, and
we know you do not suffer from this affliction either. We want you to
react with complete candor and we are doing the same. It is natural that
somewhat more weight should be given to the importance of the record
here than you would give it in Geneva. While there is plenty of room
for argument as to what is the best tack from the standpoint of getting
a cooperative response out of the Chinese Communists, I do not think
the final version telegraphed from here is actually provocative. Since it
is probably a sad fact that we are not going to get any satisfaction out of
the Chinese Communists in any event on a single one of these names, it
may be just as well to adhere to the stronger text.

We were glad to get Ralph Clough back on the 10th. He has already
been of inestimable help to me in the regular work of the office as well
as on Geneva matters.

I am surprised to learn that Colonel Ekvall’s new orders have not
gone out yet. We had understood from Bill Godel and from Colonel
Rasmussen that everything was all squared away for him to be detailed
as Assistant Military Attache. We wrote a letter some time ago confirm-
ing the continued need for his services and requesting an extension of
his assignment. We were assured that this was all that was needed. I
will have Ralph check again with the Pentagon today.
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Bill Sebald sends his regards and tells you he hopes to find a few
minutes some time soon to write you a note.

Regards and continued commendation for steering a good course.
As ever,

WPM

PS. Please send one carbon copy of your letters in the future, if
convenient.

292. Telegram 900 to Ge